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Abstract     
The role of innovation in the contemporary hotel industry is significantly important in 
sustaining competitive advantage. Given this, this thesis seeks to identify the 
determinants of employees’ creativity and innovation. Of all the factors related to 
employees’ behaviour, leadership has been found to be one of the most influential in 
supporting and encouraging subordinates’ creativity and innovation, and several authors 
have asserted that understanding creativity and innovation, at both individual and 
organisational levels, matter.  
The key purpose of this thesis is to examine the influence of perceived innovation -
enhancing leadership behaviours, the employee’s perceptions of an organisational 
climate supportive of innovation, and personal initiative on employees’ creativity and 
innovation in hotels and resorts in Australia and in Iran. In particular, this thesis 
examines the direct impact of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours on 
employees’ creativity and innovation. Hierarchical regression analysis is employed to 
investigate the moderating role of employees’ perceptions of an organisational climate 
supportive of innovation (contextual factor) and personal initiative (individual factor) 
on perceived leadership behaviours and the employees’ creativity and innovation.  
This thesis adopts a mixed-methods approach. Ten exploratory interviews with 
managers from Australian and Iranian 3-, 4- and 5-star hotels and resorts were 
conducted to identify the salient leadership qualities influencing employees’ creativity 
and innovation. Findings from the qualitative study, along with relevant literature, led to 
the development of a new instrument comprising seven leadership behavioural 
categories that were likely to enhance and encourage hotel employees to be creative and 
innovative. A newly developed instrument measuring innovation-enhancing leadership 
behaviours, together with the other survey instruments adapted and adopted in this 
thesis, were tested for validity and reliability in a pilot study with 44 participants from 
Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts. The second study, a quantitative survey of 399 
hotel and resort employees and managers, examined the relationships between the 
factors of interest in this thesis The psychometric properties of the new instrument were 
evaluated through rigorous examination, including exploratory and confirmatory factor 
 xix 
analysis. Simple, multiple and hierarchical regression analyses were employed to 
examine the relationships between factors and to respond to the research questions.  
The empirical findings indicate that the newly developed construct for measuring 
innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours relates positively and significantly to 
employees’ creativity and innovation in Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts, and 
this set of behaviours is demonstrated to have an important effect on the creativity and 
innovation of employees. The findings also suggest that employees’ perceptions that 
they are working in an organisational climate supportive of innovation and personal 
initiative enhance the influence of their leaders’ behaviours on their creativity and 
innovation. This thesis provides insights into the behaviours that leaders in this industry 
should adopt to stimulate creativity and innovation among their employees. This thesis 
finds that besides the behaviours identified here, working in an organisational climate 
supportive of innovation and personal initiative are other important elements that 
promote and nurture creativity and innovation in employees’ daily work. On the basis of 
this finding, industry practitioners will be able to develop strategies to develop 
innovative and sustainable organisational advantages in the competitive hotel industry 
and its findings specially in the category of leadership behaviours, will offer useful 
directions for training and development programs. The newly developed and validated 
instrument to measure innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours also contributes to 
the literature on leadership and innovation.  
 
 1 
Chapter 1    INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the background, rationale, and context of this 
study, and to present the research objectives and questions. The chapter describes the 
research background before moving on to identify the research objective and research 
questions, and to discuss the rationale, the theoretical and methodological significance 
of the study, and its practical implications. The chapter also provides a contextual 
overview of the tourism and hotels and resorts industry in Australia and in Iran; the 
reasons for studying these in two countries are also addressed. An outline of the thesis 
structure precedes the chapter summary.  
1.1 Background of the Research 
According to the literature, the tourism industry has experienced continual 
transformation under the pressure of global competition driven by social and economic 
forces, the fast pace of information technology, the growing popularity of new 
destinations in emerging economies, and customers’ rising expectations of service 
offerings (Law, Leung & Cheung 2012; Molina-Azorín et al. 2015; Orfila-Sintes, 
Crespí-Cladera & Martínez-Ros 2005). Poon (1994) regarded the tourism of his future 
and our present as ‘new tourism’, characterised by flexibility and more authentic service 
offerings, replacing the ‘old tourism’ of the 1950s to 1970s characterised by mass and 
standardised holiday packages. Researchers have identified innovation as a critical 
factor if industry practitioners are to respond effectively to market challenges and 
remain competitive (Fraj, Matute & Melero 2015; Kattara & El-Said 2013; Ottenbacher 
2007). Innovation contributes to the hotel industry’s financial performance (Chang, 
Gong & Shum 2011), sales growth and market value (Nicolau & Santa-Maria 2013); it 
enhances customer loyalty and satisfaction (Enz et al. 2010; Ottenbacher & Gnoth 
2005; Victorino et al. 2005), and sustains a hotel’s competitive advantage (Fraj, Matute 
& Melero 2015).  
One source of innovation for organisations is their employees’ ability, diversity of skills 
and knowledge, which can generate new and useful ideas (Jong & Hartog 2007; Slåtten, 
Svensson & Sværi 2011; Subramaniam & Youndt 2005). There is agreement in the 
literature that individual innovation contributes significantly to organisational success 
and effectiveness (Axtell et al. 2000, Kattara & El-Said 2013; Tajeddini 2010; 
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Unsworth & Parker 2003). Ottenbacher, Gnoth and Jones (2006) have argued that 
employees are at the heart of change and differentiation in the hotel industry because of 
their critical role as the organisation’s ambassadors. While research frameworks and 
findings vary to some extent, several researchers have agreed on the imperative role of 
employees’ creativity and innovation for organisational success and effectiveness (Hon 
2011; Nagy 2014; Ottenbacher 2007; Zhou & Shalley 2003).  
Given the importance of employee’s creativity and innovation, substantial research has 
been conducted to identify their determinants. Creativity has been described as a 
complex outcome of person and situation interaction in an organisation (Amabile et al. 
2004; Scott & Bruce 1994; Woodman, Sawyer & Griffin 1993). Several environmental 
and contextual variables such as leadership, organisational support and climate have 
been identified as motivators of individual creativity and innovation (Herrmann & Felfe 
2013; Jong & Hartog 2007; Shalley & Gilson 2004, Sokol et al. 2015; West & 
Sacramento 2012); of these, leadership seems to have the greatest impact on the work 
environment (Rosing, Frese & Bausch 2011). Leadership is an important organisational 
contextual construct, found to be critical in advocating employees’ creative 
accomplishments in the hotel industry as well (Chen 2011; Enz & Siguaw 2003; Slåtten, 
Svensson & Sværi 2011; Wong & Pang 2003a). Considering the constant changes 
forced by global competition, it is likely that the success and competitiveness of hotels 
depends on managers’ ability to promote innovation in their teams and organisations.  
Despite the agreement that leadership is a significant predictor of employees’ creativity 
and innovation, little research has explored comprehensively the concept of leadership 
for creativity and innovation (Gupta & Singh 2013; Jong & Hartog 2007). The research 
in the past decade has focused mainly on quantitatively testing existing leadership 
theories and instruments (Rego et al. 2012;   can, Ersar  & Naktiyok 2014 Qu, Janssen 
& Shi 2015; Vecchio, Justin & Pearce 2010). In this regard various leadership styles 
have been tested as predictors of follower’s creativity and innovation (e.g. 
transformational leadership, empowering leadership, and authentic leadership). 
However, studying associations of leadership, creativity and innovation has followed by 
incongruous findings (Jong & Hartog 2007; Rosing, Frese & Bausch 2011), which 
might be the result of narrow research in exploring the construct of leadership related to 
creativity and innovation (Gupta & Singh 2013) or other factors that impact these 
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relationships (Herrmann & Felfe 2013). According to Hunter and Cushenbery (2011) 
there is not one single thing that leaders do to encourage employees’ creativity and 
innovation, it is a complicated multi-factor phenomenon, which requires more 
investigation and development, similarly Mumford and Licuanan (2004) and Carmeli, 
Reiter-Palmon and Ziv (2010) argued more comprehensive research is needed to better 
understand the phenomenon of leadership affecting creativity and innovation. Yukl 
(2009) also highlighted scholarly studies need to explore how leadership affects 
innovation in the organisation rather than working on traditional survey methods. 
Therefore, this thesis seeks to explore leadership qualities and characteristics crucial for 
encouraging employees’ creativity and innovation in the Hotels and Resorts industry.  
Research design is another element that might account for inconsistent outcomes 
concerning leadership, creativity and innovation. Reviewing literature revealed the 
relationships of leadership, creativity and innovation have been studied in two general 
research settings including experimental studies with student participants and field 
research with employees and supervisors respondents. For example, Jaussi and Dionne 
(2003), using a sample of 364 students at a large public University in U.S. identified 
only a little influence of transformational leadership on individual creativity. In another 
study, Kahai, Sosik and Avolio (2003) in a laboratory experiment found weak 
leadership manipulations because leaders were not members of their group and had less 
credibility developed from prior interactions. This thesis examines the influence of 
leadership on employees’ creativity and innovation in a real world setting involving 
employees and leaders rather than controlled environments with unreal leader–member 
interactions and relationships.  
The influence of other variables on the association of leadership and employees’ 
creativity may be another cause of mixed findings (Herrmann & Felfe 2013). The 
literature shows that various individual and organisational factors influence the impact 
of leadership on employees’ behaviour (Michaelis, Stegmaier & Sonntag 2009; Wang et 
al. 2013; Wong & Ladkin 2008). For example, the relationship between 
transformational leadership and employee creativity is mediated by creative role 
identity (Wang, Tsai & Tsai 2014), and both empowerment and creative role identity 
moderate the influence of servant leadership on innovation implementation behaviour. 
This thesis considers how organisational climate supports innovation at the 
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organisational level and personal initiative at the individual level to enhance the 
linkages between leadership and employees’ creativity and innovation. Employees’ 
creativity is influenced by the work environment (West & Sacramento 2012) in such a 
way that a supportive environment enhances their creativity and innovation (Jung, Wu 
& Chow 2008; Ren & Zhang 2015; Wong & Ladkin 2008). Chen and Hou (2016) 
demonstrated that the influence of ethical leadership on employees’ creativity through 
voice behaviour is stronger when the climate for innovation is higher. Personal initiative 
is an individual level factor directly and indirectly related to creativity and innovation 
(Binnewies, Ohly & Sonnentag 2007; Ohly, Sonnentag & Pluntke 2006). The study by 
Michaelis, Stegmaier and Sonntag (2009) indicated that employees who perceive the 
organisation to encourage initiative respond more favourably and effectively to leaders’ 
behaviours that promote innovation. The main purpose of this thesis is to explore how 
leadership, a supportive organisational climate, and personal initiative influence 
employees’ creativity and innovation. These findings will contribute to both theory and 
practice in this field by clarifying how employees’ creativity and innovation can be 
enhanced in the hotel and resort industry. 
1.2 Research Objective and Questions 
The aim of this thesis is to integrate a consideration of individual and organisational 
factors to gain a more comprehensive understanding of the elements that may influence 
employees’ creativity and innovation. Five important factors are investigated in this 
thesis: leadership, the organisational climate, personal initiative, employees’ creativity, 
and employees’ innovation.  
The main research objective underpinning this study is: 
 To examine the effects of leadership, an organisational climate supportive of 
innovation, and personal initiative on employees’ creativity and innovation in hotels and 
resorts in Australia and in Iran. 
The main research question that this thesis is addressing is: 
 In what ways are leadership, organisational climate and personal initiative 
associated with employees’ creativity and innovation in hotels and resorts in Australia 
and in Iran? 
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Based on the main research question, seven research sub-questions will be addressed: 
Research Question 1: What is the nature of the leadership qualities that stimulate 
employees’ creativity and innovation in the hotel and resort industry? 
Research Question 2: In what ways, if any, do perceived leadership behaviours 
influence employees’ creativity in Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts?  
Research Question 3: In what ways, if any, do perceived leadership behaviours 
influence employees’ innovation in Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts?  
Research Question 4: In what ways, if any, do employees’ perceptions of an 
organisational climate supportive of innovation moderate the relationship between 
perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ creativity in Australian and Iranian 
hotels and resorts? 
Research Question 5: In what ways, if any, do employees’ perceptions of an 
organisational climate supportive of innovation moderate the relationship between 
perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ innovation in Australian and Iranian 
hotels and resorts? 
Research Question 6: In what ways, if any, does personal initiative moderate the 
relationship between perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ creativity in 
Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts? 
Research Question 7: In what ways, if any, does personal initiative moderate the 
relationship between perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ innovation in 
Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts? 
1.3 Rationale  
The rationale of this thesis is influenced by three critical dimensions: theoretical 
significance, methodological significance, and practical implications.  
1.3.1 Theoretical Significance 
The gap in the literature exploring leadership qualities associated with employees’ 
creativity and innovation 
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Although leadership is one of the most influential factors in employees’ work 
environment, research into the integration of leadership and employees’ innovative 
behaviour has been limited (Amabile et al. 2004; Mumford et al. 2002; Mumford & 
Licuanan 2004). The association between leadership and employees’ creativity and 
innovation has been studied from a theory-based leadership standpoint (Boies, Fiest & 
Gill 2015; Janssen & Van Yeperen 2004; Sun et al. 2012; Wang, Tsai & Tsai 2014). 
Several models that have been examined as predictors of employees’ creativity and 
innovation were originally developed for different organisational outcomes, such as 
performance and effectiveness (Gupta & Singh 2013; Jong & Hartog 2007; Mumford & 
Licuanan 2004). Research to date mostly addresses general leadership characteristics 
and behaviours instead of investigating those qualities of leadership related to 
employees’ creativity and innovation, and fails to articulate fully the links between 
leadership and innovation. This thesis seeks to go beyond previous research and 
respond to this gap in the literature by employing a mixed method research design 
(qualitative and quantitative data collection) to explore how leadership influences 
employees’ creativity and innovation in a particular industry. One of the most important 
contributions of this thesis will be its development of a comprehensive construct of 
innovation-enhancing leadership.  
According to the literature on the hospitality and hotel industry, employees’ 
contribution of skills and knowledge is crucial to organisational success (Ottenbacher 
2007; Ottenbacher, Gnoth & Jones 2006). Concepts such as the ability to empower, 
initiate and inspire are considered important requirements to promote organisational 
efficiency and customer service (Raub & Robert 2012, Slåtten, Svensson & Sværi 
2011). Investigating the role of theory-based leadership models while overlooking 
essential industry characteristics may not be able to satisfy the demands of current 
complex work settings. It is believed that moving away from taxonomies and adopting a 
new approach to understanding how to conceptualise leadership that enhances creative 
and innovative behaviour will result in a more precise model of leadership (Gupta & 
Singh 2013; Jong & Hartog 2007; Mumford & Licuanan 2004). For instance, the 
transformational–transactional model of leadership has been a popular approach to 
examine the impact of leadership attributes on creativity and innovation, but does not 
include leadership qualities that recently have been found to be imperative for 
organisational and individual innovativeness: empowering, team-building, team 
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coaching, delegating, and providing resources (Gupta & Singh 2013; Hunter & 
Cushenbery 2011; Jong & Hartog 2007; Rousseau, Aube & Tremblay 2013; Slåtten, 
Svensson & Sværi 2011). According to Mumford and Licuanan (2004, p. 171) those 
leadership styles found to be influential on performance and effectiveness may not 
encourage creativity and innovative behaviour. Hence, this thesis considered a more 
comprehensive approach, to elucidate more fully the leadership behaviours required for 
creative and innovative ventures in the hotel and resort industry. By taking an 
exploratory approach it seeks to understand more precisely those leadership behaviours 
conductive to encouraging employees’ creativity and innovation.  
Lack of research on the concept of personal initiative 
According to the literature, creativity and innovation are influenced by different 
elements (Amabile et al. 2004; Michaelis, Stegmaier & Sonntag 2010; Rosing, Frese & 
Bausch 2011; Wang & Rode 2010). This thesis, by considering a more comprehensive 
model including contextual factors, contributes to the existing literature and provides 
new insights into the predictors of employees’ creativity and innovation.  
At individual level, personal initiative is conceptualised based on three characteristics: 
being self-starting, proactive, and persistent in surpassing barriers and problems (Frese 
et al. 1996). Since innovation is associated with overcoming unexpected problems and 
setbacks, the personal initiative is important. Employees with higher personal initiative 
show a more active and persistent approach toward reaching organisational goals and 
objectives (Baer & Frese 2003; Redfern et al. 2010; Stroppa & Spieb 2011). In addition, 
as innovative practices generally explore unfamiliar areas of organisation (Amabile et 
al. 1996; Ford 1996), the level of risk and failure is high. In such circumstances 
persistence and engagement are required to overcome barriers (Binnewies, Ohly & 
Sonnentag 2007). It has been proposed that employees’ creativity and innovation are 
not the results of a single factor, but the interaction of various individual and 
environmental elements (Amabile et al. 1996; Woodman, Sawyer & Griffin 1993). 
Research suggests that employees’ creativity and innovation depend on leadership 
practices (Gupta & Singh 2015; Jong & Hartog 2007; Yoshida et al. 2014), this thesis 
focuses on the role of employee’s personal initiative to strengthen the relationship 
between leadership and employees’ creativity and innovation.  
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Despite the importance of personal initiative as an individual construct and the 
relevance of the concept of personal initiative to creativity and innovation ventures, few 
studies deal with personal initiative and innovation, especially in the context of hotels 
and resorts. Frese and Fay (2001) introduced personal initiative as a phenomenon 
required in challenging working conditions of the 21st century. According to them, 
personal initiative allows employees to be active and participative members of an 
organisation, benefiting both employer and employee. While leadership is an influential 
predictor of employees’ creativity and innovation, in industries like hospitality where 
employees are in charge of providing services and responding to customers’ problems 
and inquiries, the concept of personal initiative as an individual level factor seems 
important.  
The distinctive role of a climate supportive of innovation as an organisational factor 
This thesis develops a theoretical framework to consider different levels of an 
organisation, including organisational climate and personal initiative, in order to 
investigate the determinants of employees’ creativity and innovation. It considers 
relevant social-psychological approaches, and argues that successful innovation requires 
both personal and work environment factors (West & Sacramento 2012). Organisational 
climate is considered as an intermediate variable or moderator contributing to the 
desired behaviour of organisational members, including creativity and innovation 
(Hunter, Bedell & Mumford 2007; West & Sacramento 2012). Recently, different 
practitioners in the field of innovation have focused on this, including Michaelis, 
Stegmaier and Sonntag (2010), Slåtten, Svensson and Sværi (2011), Eisenbeis, van 
Knippenberg and Boerner (2008) and Jung, Wu and Chow (2008), who have all 
demonstrated that different conceptualisations of organisational climate directly and 
indirectly enhance the effectiveness of leadership, and all are related to the level of 
employee’s creativity and innovation in the organisation. Michaelis, Stegmaier and 
Sonntag’s (2010) study of lower- and middle-level managers showed that a climate 
favourable to initiative mediates the influence of leadership on followers’ tendency to 
implement innovation. Eisenbeiss, van Knippenberg and Boerner (2008) examined the 
indirect effect of transformational leadership on team innovation and found that support 
for innovation and a climate encouraging excellence moderate the linkage between 
transformational leadership and team innovation. In the hospitality industry, Mathisen, 
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Einarsen and Mykletun’s (2012) survey of 207 employees and leaders revealed that a 
creative work climate mediates the relationship between leadership and organisational 
creativity. Another contribution of this thesis is to investigate the role of organisational 
climate as an environmental factor that may affect the influence of leadership on the 
level of creativity and innovation displayed by employees. 
The importance of addressing the divergence between creativity and innovative 
behaviour 
While there is general agreement that innovation is an important factor for 
organisational success, the conceptualisation and measurement of this construct is still 
at an evolutionary stage (Dorenbosch, Engen & Verhagen 2005; Jong & Hartog 2010). 
Individual innovative behaviour is not limited to the generation of novel and useful 
ideas (Amabile 1988); it also includes the implementation and application of novel 
ideas (Axtell et al. 2000; Janssen 2000; Scott & Bruce 1994). Several authors assert that 
the innovation process begins with creative ideas (Amabile et al. 1996; George & Zhou 
2001; Shalley & Gilson 2004), while innovative behaviour is theoretically defined as a 
multi-dimensional phenomenon: in empirical studies addressing the topic the distinction 
between creativity and innovation is vague (Oldhum & Cummings 1996; Tierney, 
Farmer & Graen 1999).  
This thesis extends past research by considering creativity (idea exploration and 
generation) and innovation (idea championing and implementation) as two separate 
factors. Separating creativity and innovation assists in uncovering what factors are 
related to each behaviour. The work of Krause (2004) and Dorenbosch, van Engen and 
Verhagen (2005) support the idea that innovative work behaviour is a multi-
dimensional construct. In these studies, factor analysis confirms that the dimensions of 
innovative work behaviour may be distinguished. 
1.3.2 Methodological Significance 
Several studies have addressed the topic of leadership and innovation (Ryan & Tipu 
2013; Wang, Tsai & Tsai 2014), but mainly examine the role of theory-based leadership 
models, including limited view of characteristics or behaviours of leaders. Literature 
considering leadership and followers’ creativity and innovation needs more exploratory 
studies to develop comprehensive constructs of leadership that account for creativity 
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and innovation (Gupta & Singh 2013; Jong & Hartog 2007; Mumford & Licuanan 
2004). One important contributions of this thesis is the mixed method research design 
used to understand the phenomenon of leadership that results in creative and innovative 
outcomes. This thesis specifically employs sequential exploratory design to develop a 
new construct and instrument to examine this. To achieve this, the research undertook 
two studies. The first was a series of qualitative semi-structured interviews with 
managers and supervisors from Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts, to explore 
leadership behaviours that are likely to influence employees’ creativity and innovation. 
The second quantitatively examined the relationships between identified leadership 
behaviours (the independent variable), employees’ creativity (the first dependent 
variable), employees’ innovation (another dependent variable), employees’ perceptions 
of organisational climate supportive of innovation (a moderator), and personal initiative 
(a second moderator) in Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts.  
The findings provide new insights into leadership behaviours that are crucial to promote 
and enhance employees’ creativity and innovation in hotels and resorts industry. By 
drawing attention to organisational climates that are supportive of innovation, and to 
personal initiative, this thesis also provides better understandings of other factors 
influencing the association between leadership and employees’ creativity and 
innovation. This investigation sheds light on how industry practitioners can motivate 
and enhance creativity and innovation in a challenging contemporary industry to obtain 
sustainable competitive advantage and success.  
1.3.3 Practical Significance 
The imperative role of efficient and skilled employees in providing excellent and unique 
service has been emphasised in the literature of the hospitality industry (Ottenbacher, 
Gnoth & Jones 2006). Training has been found to be an effective response to the market 
challenges in the hotel industry (Martínez-Ross & Orfila-Sintes 2012). Ottenbacher 
(2007) has suggested that successful innovation in hospitality is related to an 
organisation’s development of general and individual training. This thesis, by exploring 
salient leadership behaviours influencing employees’ creativity and innovation, 
contributes to the development of leadership practices and guidelines that will 
specifically encourage innovation. This will help industry practitioners to better 
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understand what environmental and individual factors enhance employees’ idea 
generation and innovation implementation. 
This thesis assists in capturing leadership behaviours relevant to innovation in 
Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts. Collecting data from two countries’ hotels and 
resorts not only contributes to the literature of leadership, innovation and the hotel 
industry, but also provides a framework for hotel and resort leaders in each country to 
develop their knowledge and skills regarding the leadership behaviours identified in this 
thesis. These leaders, by encouraging the identified behaviours, will be able to nurture 
and promote their subordinates’ generation of ideas and their implementation, which 
have been claimed in the literature as useful for organisational success and effectiveness 
(Slåtten, Svensson & Sværi 2011). This thesis is among the first studies addressing this 
topic within the specific context of hotels and resorts in Australia and in Iran.  
1.4 Research Context 
1.4.1 Introduction to World Tourism Industry  
The tourism industry is one of the most profitable sectors of the world economy. It is 
considered a socioeconomic driver, creating new enterprises and new jobs (Omerzel 
2015). According to the United Nations (2015) report, tourism contributes to 
international trade in both advanced and emerging economies. International tourism 
accounts for 6% of world total exports and 30% of the world’s exports of services for 
both advanced and emerging economies (UNWTO 2014). According to the report of the 
World Travel and Tourism Council (WTTC 2012), visitor receipts account for a 
substantial share of national service exports around the world, which is very important 
especially emerging economies in generating foreign exchange and financial stability. 
In 2014 the travel and tourism sector’s direct contribution to GDP was 3.1% and its 
total contribution was 9.8% of GDP. This sector directly provided 105,408,000 jobs or 
3.6% of total employment, while its total contribution was 276,845,000 jobs or 9.4% of 
total employment. This sector is expected to grow faster than financial services, 
transport and manufacturing (WTTC 2015); direct employment in this sector was seven 
times that of the automotive industry, five times that of the global chemical industry, 
four times that of the global mining industry and twice that of global financial services. 
Azizzadeh and Azizzadeh (2012) noted that tourism is one of the largest income- and 
job-making industries in the world. 
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Figure 1.1 Tourism in the world: key figures 
Source: UNWTO (2014) 
Tourism achieved an historic milestone of one billion travellers in a single year in 2012, 
which was followed by a 4.4% growth in international tourism in 2013, or an additional 
48 million more overnight visitors (UNWTO 2014). The Americas (+8%), Asia and the 
Pacific (+5%) and the Middle East (+5%) achieved the strongest growth with 182 
million, 263 million and 50 million international tourist arrivals in 2014 respectively, a 
strong growth matched by increases in international tourism receipts and earnings. 
UNWTO reported an additional 4.4% growth for international tourist arrivals for 2015, 
which considerably contributed to global economic growth. 
 
Figure 1.2 International tourist receipts, 2014 
Source: World Tourism Organisation (2014) 
A comparison of WTTC data in regards to business and leisure travel and tourism 
spending indicates that leisure travel spending (inbound and domestic) generated 76.6% 
of direct travel and tourism GDP in 2014, while business travel spending accounted for 
23.4%. According to the World Tourism Organisation (2014), the main reasons people 
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number of international travellers and the higher rate of leisure trips in comparison with 
business trips highlights how important it is that the hotel industry provide high-quality 
services to foreign visitors, as this plays an important role in improving and enhancing 
the tourism sector (Australian Government, Department of Resources, Energy and 
Tourism 2011).  
1.4.2 Tourism Industry in Australia and Iran 
Tourism is an important industrial sector in both Australia and Iran. In Iran, the direct 
contribution of travel and tourism was 2.3% of total GDP and the total contribution was 
6.3% in 2014 (WTTC 2014b). Travel and tourism in Australia directly contributed 2.7% 
to total GDP, while its total contribution was 10.1% of GDP in 2014 (WTTC 2014a).  
 
Figure 1.3 Travel and tourism in Australia and Iran 
Source: World Travel And Tourism Council (2015) 
In 2014 the contribution of travel and tourism to employment, visitor exports and 
investment in both Australia and Iran was substantial. In Iran, travel and tourism 
generated 1.1% of total exports and 5.3% of total employment, while in Australia travel 
and tourism generated 6.4% of total exports and 12.2% of total employment. Based on 
the industry’s contribution to GDP, Australia is ranked 11th and Iran 40th out of 184 
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1.4.3 Hotel Industry in Australia and Iran 
Australian tourist accommodation comprises three main forms: hotels and resorts, 
motels, private hotels and guesthouses, and serviced apartments. These are categorised 
on a star rating from one to five, determined by the type, number of rooms, and quality 
of services and facilities provided (ABS 2013). Iranian tourist establishments are of two 
major types, hotels and guest houses; these too are classified based on a star rating from 
one to five, and other accommodation is categorised on a one to three star rating (Iran’s 
Society of Hoteliers 2013). The allocation of stars is based on three main criteria: the 
facilities, services offered, and the hotel management system (Iran’s Society of 
Hoteliers 2013). According to Cser and Ohuchi (2008), the star system is the most 
common symbol for grading, and refers to physical features (e.g. amenities, facilities, 
and service) and objective features of the service offered (e.g. 24 hours service).  
This thesis focused on 3-, 4-, and 5-star hotels and resorts. First, the topic of innovation 
in the hotel industry, despite its importance, has been neglected (Chen 2011; Enz & 
Siguaw 2003; Wong & Ladkin 2008; Martínez-Ros & Orfila-Sintes 2012; Ottenbacher 
& Gnoth 2005) and this thesis goes some way to address this oversight. Second, 
according to the relevant literature, the higher categories of hotel tend to be more 
innovative than lower categories, and provide a better environment for innovation 
practices (Orfila-Sintes, Crespí-Cladera and Martínez-Ros 2004: Hjalager 2010). In 
addition, according to the Australian Bureau of Statistics (2013), hotels and resorts have 
higher room nights occupied, room occupancy rates, guest nights occupied, and receive 
higher takings from accommodation than other tourist accommodation. 
Table 1.1 Tourist accommodation, Australia (2013) 








Hotels & resorts 5,420,885 67.3% 8,402,379 1,008,187,423 
Motels, private 
hotels & guest 
houses 




3,264,885 62.1 6,328,008 551,322,736 
Source: Australia Bureau of Statistics (2013) 
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Further, 3-, 4-, and 5-star hotels and resorts have higher guest arrivals, room occupancy 
rates, guest nights occupied, room nights occupied and takings from accommodation 
than other star ratings.  














Hotels & resorts 
Star grading1 
15,590 27.9% 16,000 30,420 1,648,348 
Hotels & resorts 
Star grading 2 
86,442 42.8% 121,478 193,678 11,329,542 
Hotels & resorts 
Star grading 3 
634,673 55.2% 806,347 1,500,859 106,433,487 
Hotels & resorts 
Star grading 4 
2,133,032 72.6% 3,008,485 4,731,461 533,167,307 
Hotels & resorts 
Star grading 5 
922,762 75.4% 1,336,642 1,939,901 333,972,135 
Hotels & resorts 
Ungraded 
94,239 45.7% 131,933 182,955 19,636,604 
Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (2013) 
Distribution of 3-, 4-, and 5-star hotels and resorts in Australia and Iran are presented 
Tables 1.3 and 1.4 and Figures 1.4 and 1.5). More hotels and resorts in Australia have 
4-star grading (308) than 3-star (265) or 5-star (74); most of all with 3-, 4-, and 5-star 
grading are located in New South Wales (160), Victoria (134) and Queensland (134).  
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Table 1.3 Distributions of hotels and resorts in Australia (2013) 
State Number of Establishments Persons Employed 
   3 stars 4 stars 5 stars 3 stars 4 stars 5 stars 
New South Wales 58 85 17 1674 7075 7450 
Victoria 50 67 17 1,348 4,043 …* 
Queensland 43 71 20 1,301 7,310 7,129 
South Australia 20 18 5 …* 1,665 …* 
Western Australia 55 28 7 8,441 2,450 …* 
Tasmania 30 18 1 713 1923 …* 
Northern Territory 4 12 4 …* 742 945 
Australian Capital Territory 5 9 3 …* 623 597 
* Not available for publication  
Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics (2013) 
Figure 1.4 Distribution of hotels and resorts by star rating (Australia) 





Number of Establishments 
3 Star Grading 4 Star Grading 5 Star Grading
 17 
Table 1.4 Distribution of hotels and resorts in Iran (2013)  
State Number of Establishments 
 3 Stars 4 Stars  5 Stars 
Alborz 1 … … 
Ardebil 12 2 … 
Azerbaijan 5 5 3 
Boushehr 1 … 1 
Chahar Mahal Bakhtiari 2 … … 
Fars 15 6 2 
Gilan 20 6 … 
Golestan 3 … … 
Hamedan 1 1 1 
Hormozgan 5 1 3 
Ilam 1 … … 
Isfahan 16 5 1 
Kerman 4 2 1 
Kermanshah 5 3 1 
Khorasan 51 10 5 
Khouzestan 15 4 … 
Kohgilouyeh & Boyer Ahmad … 4 … 
Kordestan 5 1 … 
Lorestan 4 1 … 
Markazi 5 1 1 
Mazandaran 19 5 1 
Qazvin 1 … … 
Qom 2 3 … 
Semnan 4 … … 
Sistan va Balouchestan 1 3 … 
Tehran 26 11 5 
Yazd 7 4 … 
Zanjan 3 1 … 
Source: Iran’s Society of Hoteliers (2013) 
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Figure 1.5 Distribution of hotels and resorts based on star rating (Iran) 
Source: Iran’s Society of Hoteliers (2013) 
In Iran there are significantly more hotels and resorts with a star rating of three (234) 
than of four (79) or five (25). Most hotels and resorts receiving a 3-, 4-, or 5-star 
grading are located in two states: Khorasan (66) and Tehran (42). Comparing the 
distribution of hotels and resorts by star rating in Australia and Iran, it is obvious that 
the number of 3- and 4-star hotels and resorts is considerably more than of five stars: in 
Australia, 5-star hotels and resorts comprise only 11% of the whole, while in Iran they 
represent 8% of the sample. 
Iran has been ranked one of the ten top attractive countries based on its potential tourist 
attractions (Fatemi, Saleki & Fatemi 2012). However, it is the 97th travel and tourism 
economy of 141 economies worldwide (World Economic Forum 2015). This indicates 
that Iran’s tourism industry is not working to full capacity. Among the deficiencies that 
affect tourism in Iran, the lack of high quality hotels and accommodation has been 
noted: service offerings and facilities in the industry need to be enhanced to meet the 
requirements of the competitive international market (Madani, Ghadami & Sarafizadeh 
2012). Another obstacle identified is the lack of training and development for 
employees and managers in delivery of high quality services to guests (Iran’s Society of 
Hoteliers 2013). According to Iran’s Society of Hoteliers (2013), in order to boost the 
potential of the industry several actions need to be taken seriously: increasing the level 
of employees’ knowledge and awareness, developing staff skills in resolving guest 
problems and complaints, and providing training programs for front-line staff to deliver 
high quality services to visitors. Australia’s long-term tourism strategy plan has as one 
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labour force, to provide an internationally competitive service to travellers (Australian 
Government, Department of Resources, Energy and Tourism 2011). It is expected that 
this study exploring the determinants of employees’ creativity and innovation will 
contribute to the training and development programs in Australian and Iranian hotels 
and resorts. 
This thesis focuses on the context of the hotel industry in Australia and Iran because of 
the importance of tourism to these regions and the critical role of the hotel sector in 
delivering high quality services to visitors. The critical role of skilled human resources 
has been emphasised by scholars in the context of hotels as a mean of success and 
competitiveness (Enz & Siguaw 2003, Martínez-Ros & Orfila-Sintes 2012; Ottenbacher 
& Gnoth 2005; Wong & Ladkin 2008). This thesis provides a better understanding of 
the requirements for developing a working environment and work force responsive to 
the changing demands of one of todays’ fast-paced and turbulent working 
environments.  
The importance of creativity and innovation in the Australian and Iranian hotel 
industries has been neglected, with most scholarly focus on European and Asian 
countries (Chen 2011; Crespí-Cladera & Martínez-Ros 2005;Orfila-Sintes, Ottenbacher 
& Gnoth 2005; Wong & Pang 2003a, b). The main reasons that this research focuses on 
the hotel industry in Australia and Iran are:  
 to examine the concept of leadership, organisational and personal factors that 
predict creativity and innovation in the context of Australian and Iranian hotels 
and resorts  
 to contribute theoretically and empirically to innovation studies in the context of 
the Australian and Iranian hotel industries, which have been neglected thus far  
 to provide practical recommendations for management and employee training 
and development programs to address the lack of a skilled labour force in this 
industry, in both Australia and Iran.  
1.5 Structure of the Thesis 
The remaining chapters are organised in the following manner. The next chapter 
(Chapter 2) presents a broad review of the literature and explores the notion of 
innovation in the tourism and hotel industry. This chapter also focuses on different 
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theoretical debates in relations to leadership and employees’ creativity and innovation. 
It then discusses theories and perspectives on the role of contextual factors, namely 
organisational climate and personal initiative, on the association between leadership and 
employees’ creativity and innovation. A comprehensive review of the literature on the 
associations between leadership, creativity and innovation, organisational climate 
supportive of innovation, and personal initiative is also provided. Additionally, this 
chapter presents the development of the research framework, based on the 
understanding and knowledge acquired from the literature review and identified 
research gaps. Several research questions are developed to address the relationships 
between the model constructs. The research questions in particular suggest a direct 
influence of leadership on employees’ creativity and innovation. The moderating role of 
employees’ perceptions of an organisational climate that is supportive of innovation, 
and employee’s personal initiative on the linkage between leadership and employees’ 
creativity and innovation, are also addressed.  
Chapter 3 outlines the methodological approach used in the study, and addresses the 
rationale of the approach, sampling strategy, and analysis techniques employed. It 
begins with a consideration of the research paradigm, and the reasons for using a mixed 
method research design. This is followed by the data collection procedures, data 
analysis techniques, and ethical considerations.  
Chapter 4 discusses the findings of Study 1, the qualitative study. The objective of this 
chapter is to capture insights from Australian and Iranian hotel managers and 
supervisors based on their perspectives and experience in this industry, to understand 
better the processes by which leaders may influence employees’ creativity and 
innovation. In particular, this investigation explores leadership behaviours that are 
likely to enhance employees’ inclination to generate innovation ideas and to implement 
them. It will show that the thematic analysis of the data obtained in exploratory 
interviews highlights seven categories of leadership behaviours related to employees’ 
innovative behaviour: empowering, participative, supportive, innovative-oriented, 
charismatic, consultative–advisory, and authoritative. The interviews also serve to 
provide a better understanding of the categories of innovative practice in the hotel and 
resort sectors of Australia and Iran. The qualitative thematic analysis will find four 
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themes of innovation emerging: service offering, back-office, tangible facilities, and the 
use of information technology.  
The main objective of conducting interviews and exploring salient leadership 
behaviours was to develop a new instrument to measure innovation-enhancing 
leadership behaviours. Chapter 5 focuses on the development of a scale and the relevant 
pre-tests and pilot tests. This chapter describes the process undertaken to develop the 
new scale of innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours. One of the important 
contributions of this thesis is the development of a new instrument that demonstrates 
satisfying reliability and validity outcomes in the different stages of this research: pre-
test, pilot study, and main study.  
Chapter 6 focuses on the findings from Study 2, the quantitative study. This chapter first 
presents the tests conducted to assess initial measures in terms of reliability and validity 
using exploratory factor analysis (EFA), and convergent and discriminant validity 
employing confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), for all measures of this research. It also 
investigates the association between perceived innovation-enhancing leadership 
behaviours, employees’ creativity, and innovation. The survey examines the possible 
moderating role of organisational climate and personal initiative on the influence of 
leadership on employees’ creativity and innovation. The findings indicate a significant 
direct and indirect impact of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership, through 
employees’ perceptions of an organisational climate that is supportive of innovation and 
personal initiative.  
Chapter 7 discuses the findings derived from the integration of Study 1 (qualitative 
phase) and Study 2 (quantitative phase). This chapter presents an overview of the 
findings in relation to the seven broad research questions that are the focus of the thesis. 
It also highlights the significant contributions that this thesis makes to the literature of 
leadership, creativity and innovation, specifically in the context of hotels and resorts. 
The final chapter of this thesis, Chapter 8, draws conclusions from the analysis of the 
research framework and questions. This is followed by a discussion of the theoretical 
contributions, methodological contributions and practical implications of the research. 
The chapter concludes by considering the limitations of this research and important 
directions for future research.  
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1.6 Chapter Summary 
Aspects of leadership have been found to be an important predictor of innovation in the 
literature of the hotel industry (Chen 2011; Enz & Siguaw 2003; Slåtten, Svensson & 
Sværi 2011). Recently it has been suggested that the success of hospitality firms 
depends on the effective management of innovative practices (Iorgulescu & Ravar 
2013). Thus, this study examines the effects of the relationship between perceived 
leadership behaviour, personal initiative, and organisational climate on employees’ 
creativity and innovation in hotels and resorts in Australia and Iran. Although many 
empirical studies have found that leadership is a crucial organisational factor enhancing 
innovation, the specific important leadership qualities need to be explored and 
examined in the hotel/resort industry. 
This chapter presents a concise overview of this study importance. A brief background 
summary on the existing literature and identified gaps that require to be further 
addressed. The research objective and questions provide guidance for the direction of 
this research. Theoretical, methodological and practical significances of this study 
indicate the contributions that this study will make. An outline of the thesis structure 
provides information to readers on the organisation of this thesis. In the next chapter, 
this study explores the literature on leadership, organisational climate, personal 
initiative and employees’ creativity and innovation.  
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Chapter 2    Literature Review 
2.1 Introduction 
This literature review is written with the purpose of describing creativity and 
innovation, leadership, organisational climate and personal initiative, and also of 
identifying the body of work that has combined these factors. In bringing these 
literatures together, it is demonstrated in this chapter that there is a relationship between 
these concepts that enhances our understanding of the potential impacts of 
organisational and individual factors on employees’ innovative behaviour. Additionally, 
this chapter’s review of the existing literature identifies gaps that require further 
research and development. 
The first section of this chapter clarifies the scope of innovation in the hotel industry 
and reviews the empirical studies that have identified the determinants of creativity and 
innovation. Section 2.3 presents a review of the literature regarding creativity and 
innovation. The next section (Section 2.4) reviews how leadership is defined, both in 
the literature and for the purpose of this thesis, and is followed in Section 2.5 by an 
overview of theoretical backgrounds and major approaches to leadership including trait 
approach, behavioural approach, situational approach, transformational era and recent 
leadership theories. Section 2.6 reviews research on the relationship between leadership, 
creativity and innovation. As studying the influence of leadership on employees’ 
creativity and innovation is one of the objectives of this thesis, it is crucial to review the 
literature and empirical studies that have examined this association in order to identify 
any gaps in this field. Sections 2.7 and 2.8 review literature concerning the 
organisational climate for innovation and personal initiative, respectively. Section 2.9 
presents the proposed relationships between the factors considered in this thesis. It also 
discusses the formulation of the research questions. Section 2.10 presents the theoretical 
framework of this study, developed after reviewing the relevant literature. This section 
also defines all the factors of interest in this thesis, followed by a discussion of the 
scope of the proposed framework.  
Theorists have defined creativity and innovation as two dimensions of the innovation 
process (Amabile et al. 1996; Axtell et al. 2000; King & Anderson 2002). Creativity 
occurs during the initial stage of an innovation process, and involves the production and 
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generation of new ideas; innovation occurs at a later stage, with the implementation and 
application of new ideas within an organisation (Amabile et al. 1996 Axtell et al. 2000). 
Farr and Ford (1990) and West and Farr (1989) have described the full process as 
innovative work behaviour. The literature suggests innovative work behaviour may be 
conceptualised as multi-dimensional, consisting of three to four behavioural tasks 
associated with different phases of the innovation process (Dorenbosch, van Engen & 
Verhagen 2005; Janssen 2000; Jong & Hartog 2010; Krause 2004; Scott & Bruce 1994). 
This thesis considered all aspects of innovative behaviour and treated creativity and 
innovation as two distinct dimensions in order to clarify how organisational and 
individual factors may operate during each phase of the innovation process. For its 
purposes ‘creativity’ is the phenomenon that involves generating new ideas and 
suggestions in order to solve work-related problems, filling gaps in procedures or 
developing new products and services for the purpose of achieving organisational goals; 
‘innovation’ is the next stage, which seeks to produce practical outcomes by applying 
the ideas and suggestions.  
Fraj, Matute and Melero (2015) regarded innovativeness in the hotel industry as the 
ability to respond faster and more flexibly to environmental changes. Today’s 
challenging and dynamic hotel industry requires organisations to consider innovation 
and differentiation in their daily practices (Nagy 2014) in response to emergent 
challenges (Chen 2011; Nagy 2014; Ottenbacher 2007, Sandvik, Duhan & Sandvik 
2014). Innovation is recognised as a means to convert opportunities to new business 
ideas and increase an organisation’s profitability and competitiveness by offering 
differentiated products and services (Chen 2011; Ottenbacher 2007; Slåtten, Svensson 
& Sværi, 2011; Sundbo, Orfila-Sintes & Sorenson 2007). The literature related to the 
hotel industry indicates that innovation is a key success factor sustaining a hotel’s 
competitive advantage (Chen 2011; Ottenbacher 2007; Tajeddini 2011, Tsai et al. 2015; 
Wong & Pang 2003a), is a predictor of hotel financial performance (Chang et al. 2011; 
Kattara & El-Said 2013; Nicolau & Santa-Maria 2013; Sandvik, Duhan & Sandvik 
2014), and of non-financial performance such as customer loyalty (Ottenbacher & 
Gnoth 2005), and is an effective response to the ever-increasing demands of customers 
(Enz et al. 2010; Grisseman, Plank & Brunner-Sperdin 2013; Victorino et al. 2005).  
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Drawing on a survey of 232 Spanish hotel directors, environmental managers and 
owners with a minimum two stars, Fraj, Matute and Melero (2015) found that 
organisational capabilities do not necessarily create competitive advantages, but hotel 
learning orientation and innovation are determinants of a proactive environmental 
strategy and competitiveness. Given the importance of innovation in the hotel industry, 
the focus of research in this context has changed from identifying types of innovation 
(Ottenbacher 2007) and cases of innovation (Enz et al. 2010) to exploring the predictors 
of successful innovation practices (Chang, Gong & Shum 2011; Chen 2011; Nagy 
2014; Orfila-Sintes & Mattsson 2009).  
One source of innovation in this sector is in human resources (Chen 2011; Martínez-
Ros & Orfila-Sintes 2012; Orfila-Sintes, Crespí-Cladera & Martínes-Ros 2005; 
Ottenbacher & Gnoth 2005; Wong & Ladkin 2008), using employees’ creative ideas to 
enhance the quality of service offerings and organisational practices (Kattara & El-Said 
2013; Wong & Ladkin, 2008). If the only way for hoteliers to enhance innovation were 
by improving tangible facilities, that would be relatively simple to achieve (Enz & 
Siguaw 2003), but employees in this sector, as in other service industries, are brand 
ambassadors and service providers, shaping customer’s perceptions of service 
experience (Lopez-Fernandez, Serrano-Bedia & Gomez-Lopez 2011; Slåtten, 2011). 
Within this area of literature, researchers have sought to examine the influence of 
individual and organisational environmental factors affecting employee’ creativity and 
innovation. Leadership, organisational culture, employees’ empowerment and 
commitment have been identified as determinants of successful innovation practices 
within this context (Slåtten, Svensson & Sværi 2011; Tsai et al. 2015; Wong & Chan 
2011; Wong & Pang 2003a). 
Past research suggests that employees’ innovative behaviour in general is shaped by 
their interaction with others as well as by environmental contextual factors in the 
organisation (Axtell et al. 2000; West & Sacramento 2012; Zhou & Shalley 2003). The 
literature suggests that leaders can have a significant influence on individuals’ 
innovative behaviour in various ways, by supporting subordinates in innovative 
endeavours (Wong & Pang 2003a), articulating vision (Jong & Hartog 2007), clarifying 
roles and tasks (Amabile et al. 2004), providing resources (Politis 2005), providing 
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clear planning and feedback (Amabile et al. 1996), and motivating and inspiring (Gupta 
& Singh 2013).  
In order to clarify the influence of leadership on innovation, over the years scholars 
have examined the association between different leadership styles and individual and 
organisational innovative behaviour in a range of research settings. The literature on 
leadership and innovation follows three main approaches: the collection of quantitative 
data, the collection of qualitative data, and meta-analyses. Quantitative studies have 
examined the influence of existing theories and used instruments to measure aspects of 
leadership (Lee 2008; Michaelis, Stegmaier & Sonntag 2009; Wang & Zhu 2011). The 
conceptualisation of transformational leadership has been researched widely as a 
predictor of employees’ creativity and innovation (Cheung & Wong 2011; Eisenbeis, 
van Knippenberg & Boerner 2008; Jung, Wu & Chow 2008). Other leadership styles 
such as participative leadership (Krause, Gebet & Kearney 2007; Somech 2006), 
empowering leadership (Krause 2004; Slåtten, Svensson & Sværi 2011), charismatic 
leadership (Murphy & Ensher 2008) and authentic leadership (Valentine et al. 2011) 
have also studied predictors of employees’ creativity and innovation. The outcomes of 
this research have not been consistent and convincing; for example, while 
transformational leadership has been most strongly correlated with innovation (Rosing, 
Frese & Bausch 2011), there are studies that did not find a positive empirical 
relationship between transformational leadership and individual creativity (Jaffer 2013), 
or indicated a negative effect of transformational leadership on group creative 
performance (Jaussi & Dionne 2003), and some found that transformational leadership 
significantly linked to lower innovation performance (Osborn & Marion 2009). 
Similarly, while studies such as those of Volmer, Spurk & Niessen (2012) and Atwater 
and Carmeli (2009) demonstrated a positive impact of leader–member exchange theory 
on creativity, Clegg et al. (2002) found no association between leader–member 
exchange and idea suggestion. Perhaps employing various approaches and samples in 
different contexts caused inconsistent outcomes in quantitative studies of the 
relationship between leadership and innovation. In a brief review Mumford and 
Licuanan (2004, p. 167), argued that generalising leadership theories originally 
developed to account for ‘leadership performance in more routine, or more normative 
settings can not be arbitrarily extended to account for the leadership of creative 
ventures’, and called for more exploratory research design to capture salient leadership 
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characteristics in different contexts. Although the topics of leadership and innovation 
have been studied widely in the literature, Yukl (2009) has noted a more comprehensive 
model of leadership encouraging creativity and innovation is required. 
A second group of literature takes a qualitative approach to the study of leadership for 
creativity and innovation. Instead of quantitatively testing the impact of different 
leadership styles, these studies use interviews to understand leadership processes related 
to creativity and innovation. Following Mumford and Licuanan (2004) argument, Gupta 
and Singh (2013) and Jong and Hartog (2007) suggested that existing theories of 
leadership, originally developed to explore aspects of performance and effectiveness, 
might not account for innovation in any context. Instead of adopting already developed 
theories of leadership, these authors conducted in-depth qualitative interviews with 
managers and supervisors of R&D (research and development) teams and knowledge 
intensive firms respectively and explored a wide range of leadership behaviours 
influencing employees’ creativity and innovation.  
Another set of studies includes those that have reviewed existing literature to identify 
patterns in the findings related to how leadership influences employees’ creativity and 
innovation (Mumford & Licuanan 2004; Basadur 2004; Williams & Foti 2011). Based 
on existing literature Hunter and Cushenbery (2011) proposed a model of leading for 
innovation, which depicts how leaders directly and indirectly influence innovation at 
different levels in an organisation including individual and team creativity and 
organisational innovation. Rosing, Frese and Bausch (2011) meta-analytically 
integrated the existing literature on leadership and innovation and proposed an 
ambidextrous model of leadership consisting of opening and losing leadership 
behaviours that are likely to be related to follower’s exploration and exploitation 
activities.  
Studies of leadership and innovation that have used a qualitative or literature review 
approach have identified a wide range of leadership behaviours or skills relevant to 
follower’s creativity and innovation indicating that there are multiple characteristics of 
leadership which can encourage creativity and innovation (Gupta & Singh 2013; Jong & 
Hartog 2007; Rosing, Frese & Bausch 2011; Hunter & Cushenbery 2011). Leadership 
being context-based might explain the heterogeneous outcomes of the quantitative 
approaches used to study leadership and innovation (Mumford & Licuanan 2004; 
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Rosing et al. 2011). Literature shows that culture is one of the contextual factors that 
influence leadership (House et al. 2004). In studying leadership and culture, one 
approach is to consider leadership as being generalisable or universal regardless of 
context (Steers, Sanchez-Runde and Nardon (2012), versus considering leadership as 
culturally contingent implying that factors related to leadership effectiveness may vary 
across cultures (House et al. 2004; Streets, Sanchez-Runde and Nardon 2012). It is 
argued that generalising leadership across cultures can lead to vague results (Lee, 
Scandura & Sharif 2014), as employees in different cultures may react differently to 
same leadership practices (Si 2013). This finding is in line with previous cultural studies 
(Hofstede 2001; House et al. 2004; Lee, Scandura & Sharif 2014; Pimpa & Moore 
2012), organisational and managerial procedures are influenced by national culture, 
which impacts on individual norms and values. Similarly, Faris and Parry (2011) noted 
that context determines how and why different leadership styles can be successful and 
effective or otherwise. The inconsistent outcomes of quantitative research approaches 
may be explained by the influence of contextual factors such as culture. Hence, 
exploring leadership qualities related to creativity and innovation in particular contexts 
might result in a better understanding than quantitatively examining existing leadership 
models defined for another context and outcome. This thesis outlines how existing 
frameworks to study leadership and innovation can be enhanced by considering 
exploratory approaches. 
The existing literature also suggests that contextual factors influence the effect of 
leadership on certain behavioural outcomes (Liao & Chuang 2007; Hofmann, Morgeson 
& Gerras 2003; Michaelis, Stegmaier & Sonntag 2009; Porter & McLaughlin 2006; 
Wong & Ladkin 2008). Organisational climate shapes employees’ perceptions of 
organisational values and expectations (Liao & Chuang 2007; Scott & Bruce 1994; 
Wang et al. 2013), employees show higher levels of innovative behaviour when they 
perceive the organisational climate to be supportive of creativity and innovation 
(Charbonnier-Voirin, Akremi & Vandenberghe 2010; Gumusluoglu & Ilsev 2009; Scott 
& Bruce 1994; Tsai & Kao 2004). Previous research demonstrated that organisational 
climate enhances the impact of leadership on employees’ innovative behaviour (Wang 
& Rode 2010; Wang et al. 2013), employees who perceive that their work environment 
supportive of change and innovation are more likely to engage in creative and 
innovative attempts (Scott & Bruce 1994; Wang et al.2013; Yuan & Woodman 2010). 
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In this environment employees also respond favourably to leadership practices that 
promote creativity and innovation because they interpret creativity as an organisation 
mission and strategic priority (Charbonnier-Voirin, Akremi & Vandenberghe 2010). 
Socio-psychological theories bring together personal and work environment factors to 
help understand determinants of individual innovative behaviours (Amabile 1983; West 
& Sacramento 2012; Woodman, Sawyer & Griffin 1993). Personal initiative as an 
individual level factor conceptualised as self-starting, proactive and persistent approach 
in addressing organisational problems (Binnewies, Ohly & Sonnentag 2007; Levitt 
2002; Miron, Erez & Naveh 2004) found requisite of 21
st
 century challenging working 
condition (Frese & Fay 2001). Employees with higher levels of personal initiative are 
more likely to respond positively to innovative leadership practices since they have a 
proactive and persistent approach toward achieving organisational goals. This 
proposition is supported by Michaelis, Stegmaier and Sonntag (2009) study, which 
indicated that climate for initiative moderates the relationship between transformational 
leadership and employees’ innovation implementation behaviour. In view of this, this 
thesis considers the role of organisational climate and personal initiative in 
understanding employees’ creativity and innovation. 
2.2 Innovation in the Hotels and Resorts Context 
Literature on hotels and resorts industry recognises the imperative role of innovation 
and differentiation as means for organisations to transform opportunities to change and 
remain competitive (Chen 2011; Orfila-Sintes & Mattsson 2009; Tajeddini 2011). 
According to the literature developing new and unique experiences assist hoteliers to 
respond effectively to market competitions arising from the globalisation trends, 
advances in high technology, and increasing demands of tourists (Ottenbacher 2007; 
Wong & Ladkin 2008).  
Wong and Ladkin (2008) noted hospitality industry historically was concerned with 
routine operations to provide basic food and accommodation to travellers, which is no 
longer sufficient to respond effectively to the market demands. Contemporary hotel 
sector is overflowed by lots of similar and alternative service offerings (Enz & Siguaw 
2003), customers are not absolutely brand loyal, they are looking for the best offers 
under budgetary constraints (Olsen & Connolly 2000), information technology is 
rapidly changing the market (Martínez-Ros & Orfila-Sintes 2012), new segments have 
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emerged in the market such as leisure, business and sun and sand travellers which all 
make a significant change in the concept of the hotel industry. To remain successful and 
competitive, hotels required being creative and innovative (Chen 2011; Ottenbacher 
2007; Wong & Pang 2003a; Tsai et al. 2015; Tajeddini 2011). Literature indicated that 
innovation contributes to hotels performance in various ways. Some research suggests 
differentiation, customisation and personalisation of service offerings are effective to 
satisfy and maintain customers (Enz et al. 2010; Victorino et al. 2005), and satisfied 
customers became loyal customers (Roy 2011). For instance, Jumeirah Essex House at 
New York City hired a curator to showcase the best artistic works, including film, 
photography, paint, and ceramics in hotel’s lobby to show its commitment to culture and 
art, the programs were unique at that time and fit Jumeirah slogan ‘stay different’ 
perfectly (Enz et al. 2010). Additionally, Innovation, customer orientation and 
entrepreneurship have been addressed in the literature as key elements in promoting the 
business performance of hotels. Literature suggested innovativeness benefit hotel 
financial performance (Kattara & El-Said 2013), competitive advantage (Fraj, Matute & 
Melero 2015) and customer loyalty (Ottenbacher & Gnoth 2005). Using a survey of 203 
hotel managers, Grisseman, Plank and Brunner-Sperdin (2013) showed that the hotels’ 
customer orientation enhances the effects of innovativeness and innovation behaviour 
on financial and non-financial business performance (customer retention and hotel 
reputation). Different types of innovation (process innovation, organisational innovation 
and product innovation) contribute to the hotel sales growth, and process and marketing 
innovations positively influence hotel market value (Nicolau & Santa-Maria 2013). 
Innovativeness, also found to have a significant indirect effect on business profitability 
in the Norwegian hotel industry by influencing market advantage, which positively 
increases business profitability through sales growth and capacity utilisation (Sandvik, 
Duhan & Sandvik 2014). In another study, Victorino et al. (2005) drawing on interviews 
with economy, mid-range and upscale hotels and business and leisure hotel customers in 
the Unites States found customer’s hotel choice is influenced by service innovation, and 
leisure travellers’ hotel selection is impacted by hotel amenities innovation. 
Despite the importance of innovation in service industries, this topic has gained more 
attention in manufacturing and technology based industries rather than hospitality and 
tourism (Orfila-Sintes Cresp ´-Cladera & Martínez-Ros 2005; Ottenbacher, Gnoth & 
Jones 2006; Victorino et al. 2005). Referring to the fundamental distinction between 
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service innovation and manufacturing (Orfila-Sintes & Mattsson 2009; Tajeddini 2011), 
it is necessary to elaborate how innovation has been described in the hotel industry 
context. The scope of innovation in the hotel industry embraces a broad spectrum of 
clusters such as: market drivers innovation (Ottenbacher 2007; Ottenbacher, Gnoth & 
Jones 2006), innovation and customisation in service delivery to customers (Ford & 
Heaton 2001; Wong & Pang 2003a), innovation in management process and defining 
organisational structure (Orfila-Sintes, Crespí-Cladera & Martínez-Ros 2005; Orfila-
Sintes & Mattsson 2009; Ottenbacher & Gnoth 2005), and service provider innovation 
which refers to tangible characteristics and introducing additional novel services 
(Orfila-Sintes & Mattsson 2009). Victorino et al. (2005) also illustrated innovation in 
hospitality firms in three main groups: hotel type referring to the emergence of new 
categories of hotel such as boutique hotels as an alternative to the traditional hotel 
experience, emphasising the element of design in hotel service, and use of information 
technology and customisation of the service experience for hotel guests. 
New service deigns in the hotel industry may require the proactive participation of 
customer-contact staff, since they have good knowledge and understanding of 
customers needs and demands (Orfila-Sintes & Mattsson 2009). The success of 
innovative practices depends on these employees’ skills and abilities because of the 
intangible nature of many hotel services (Chang, Gong & Shum 2011): employees’ 
creative ideas have been found to enhance the quality of service offerings and 
organisational effectiveness (Kattara & El-Said 2013; Tajeddini 2010; Wong & Ladkin 
2008). Training multi-skilled customer-contact employees is considered a source of idea 
generation and innovation (Chang, Gong & Shum 2011), and is indicated to positively 
affect incremental and radical innovations in hotels (Chang, Gong & Shum 2011; 
Ottenbacher & Mattsson 2009). However, the literature shows that the hotel industry 
experiences difficulties in terms of human resources management, including skill 
deficiency, high turnover, and managerial competency gaps (Jeou-Shyan et al. 2011). 
Kattara and El-Said (2013) identified high employee turnover rate and lack of 
employees’ motivation as barriers to creativity in Egyptian 5-star hotels.  
The important role of creativity and innovation in this sector has motivated scholars to 
explore the determinants of successful innovation practices (Chen 2011; Orfila-Sintes & 
Mattsson, 2009; Chang, Gong & Shum 2011; Nagy 2014). Organisational 
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environmental factors such as strategic human resources, leadership (e.g. 
empowerment) and organisational culture (Slåtten, Svensson & Sværi 2011; Wong & 
Pang 2003; Tsai et al. 2015), individual factors such as employees’ commitment 
(Ottenbacher & Gnoth 2005), and the relevance of innovation practices to market 
potential and demands (Ottenbacher & Gnoth 2005) have been found to be success 
factors of hospitality innovation. Wong and Pang (2003a) in a mixed-method 
exploratory study identified various dimensions of organisational context motivating 
employees’ innovation in the Hong Kong hotel industry, including top managers’ 
support and motivation, an open organisational policy, autonomy and flexibility, shared 
decision-making policies, and reward and recognition. Organisational service culture 
(Chen 2011), and leadership have also been found to influence creativity and innovation 
in the hotel industry. Martínez-Ros and Orfila-Sintes (2012) stressed that hotels’ 
innovative activities depend largely on management’s openness to change. Wong and 
Chan’s (2010) study determined that leadership professionalism, referring to 
professional knowledge, strong cultural sensitivity, customer-oriented attitude, and 
industry knowledge, predicted creativity and innovation among employees of 4- and 5-
star International hotels in China. Similarly, Tsai et al. (2015), using a survey of 320 
employees from tourism and hospitality organisations including hotels in Taiwan, found 
a supportive work environment influences employees’ creativity. 
Leadership as a factor of the work environment is also important in the hotel industry 
context because of its dynamic and labour-intensive nature (Wong & Chan 2010; Clark, 
Hartline & Jones 2008; Deery & Jago 2001). Ispas (2012) noted positive interactions 
between managers and employees in the industry could improve employees’ 
performance and the quality of customer service. Slåtten, Svensson and Sværi (2011), 
using a survey of frontline service employees in Norway’s hotel industry, demonstrated 
that empowering leadership positively impacts on employees’ creativity and innovation. 
In another study Slåtten and Mehmetoglu (2011), using a survey of 279 employees in 
hospitality organisations including hotels and restaurants, found job autonomy is related 
to employees’ engagement, which in turn is closely related to their innovative 
behaviour. On the other hand, the literature shows, lack of creativity and initiatives 
among employees in this sector is the result of an authoritarian leadership style stressing 
personal power, centralising decision-making, and enforcing disciplines and routines 
(Nagy 2014; Wong & Pang 2003b). Wang, Tsai and Tsai (2014), in a sample of 395 
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supervisor–subordinate dyads, identified transformational leadership as positively 
related to employees’ self-efficacy and creativity in tourist hotels in Taiwan.  
Based on the review of literature and empirical studies discussed in this section, it is 
clear that innovation plays an important role in competitiveness in the hotel and resort 
industry (Ottenbacher 2007; Nagy 2014) and that innovative success depends on the 
employees’ skills and ability to innovate (Chang, Gong & Shum 2011). This thesis 
seeks to understand how employees’ creativity and innovation can be encouraged and 
enhanced in hotels and resorts industry in Australia and Iran.  
2.3 Creativity and Innovation  
Creativity and innovation have often been used as synonyms in the literature, but 
innovation theorists believe they are two dimensions, related to different stages of the 
innovation process. According to Axtell et al. (2000, p. 266), ‘creativity only refers to 
the generation of new ideas while innovation is a process that involves the generation, 
adoption, implementation and incorporation of new ideas or practices within the 
organisation’. Amabile et al. (1996, p.1) also addressed the distinction between 
creativity and innovation: ‘creativity is the production of novel and useful ideas, and 
innovation is the successful implementation of creative ideas’. Creativity can therefore 
be considered the initial phase or the building blocks of the innovation process (Slåtten, 
Svensson & Sværi 2011), whereas innovation is second stage, referring to the 
application and implementation of ideas (King & Anderson 2002). The literature reveals 
that creativity has been linked to individuals who generate new ideas while innovation 
has been related to groups or organisations, as it may require the application of new 
ideas within organisation (Oldham & Cummings 1996). Scott and Bruce (1994) 
considered innovative work behaviour to consist of different behavioural tasks, and that 
individuals could be involved at any stage, in any combination or at any time. 
Following the model of Scott and Bruce (1994) and Janssen (2000) that conceptualised 
innovative behaviour as a multi-stage process, Dorenbosch, van Engen and Verhagen 
(2005) and Jong and Hartog (2010) developed four sets of behavioural activities known 
as problem recognition/idea exploration and idea generation, representing the creativity-
related behaviour. At this stage individuals engage with understanding of work-related 
problems followed by the formulation of new ideas and suggestions (Dorenbosch, van 
Engen & Verhagen 2005). According to Jong and Hartog (2010), the beginning of an 
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innovation process has an element of chance based on the exploration of opportunities 
or threats, which motivates individuals to search for alternatives or options for 
improving the current situation. Idea promotion/championing, and idea 
realisation/implementation refer to implementation-oriented behaviours that build a 
supportive coalition of the right people, developing and producing new products, 
services or processes (Dorenbosch, van Engen & Verhagen 2005; Janssen 2000; Jong & 
Hartog 2010; Scott & Bruce 1994).  
To formulate distinguishable components of innovative behaviour in empirical designs 
as well as in conceptual models, Krause (2004), Dorenbosch, van Engen & Verhagen 
(2005) and Axtell et al. (2000) developed two-factor models and measures of innovative 
behaviour. Krause’s (2004) survey of a sample of 399 German middle managers in 
different industrial sectors used factor analysis to find that innovative behaviour is two-
dimensional (two factors together explained 61% of the variance). This outcome 
confirms Axtell et al.’s (2000) argument that the two aspects of innovative behaviour, 
suggestion and implementation, should be distinguished not only in conceptualisation 
but also in the measurement model. Dorenbosch, van Engen & Verhagen (2005) study 
conceptualised innovative work behaviour (IWB) as consisting of two main factors, 
creativity-oriented IWB (problem recognition and idea generation) and implementation-
oriented IWB (idea promotion and application). Although the empirical findings of the 
study, based on a sample of 450 administrative non-managerial employees of a large 
Dutch local government organisation, indicated high intercorrelation between creativity-
orientation and innovation-orientation, following Axtell et al.’s (2000) argument they 
suggested using separate measures for creativity and innovation because of their 
different actiology.  
Following the above discussion, this thesis defines two distinguishable main factors 
shaping innovative behaviour, creativity and innovation. ‘Creativity’ involves 
generating new ideas and suggestions in order to solve work-related problems, filling 
gaps in the procedures or developing new products/services for the purpose of achieving 
organisational goals. It consists of two behavioural activities, idea exploration and idea 
generation (Dorenbosch, van Engen & Verhagen 2005; Jong & Hartog 2010). 
‘Innovation’ refers to producing practical outcomes by applying the developed ideas 
and suggestions by involving two behavioural activities, idea championing and idea 
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generation. Regardless of the importance of creativity and innovation as components of 
the innovation process, most recent empirical studies have focused on only one phase 
(Amabile et al. 2004; Jaussi & Dionne 2003; Michaelis, Stegmaier & Sonntag 2009; 
Volmer, Spurk & Niessen 2012; Zhang, Tsui & Wang 2011). This thesis argues that 
creativity and innovation are both part of innovative work behaviour and crucial for 
developing new and useful practices within an organisation. Although some previous 
research did not distinguish idea generation and implementation behaviour in their 
empirical analysis (Scott & Bruce 1994; Janssen 2000), following Mumford & 
Licuanan (2004), who suggested separating creativity and innovation, this thesis 
considers creativity and innovation as distinct constructs, not only in the conceptual 
model but for the purpose of empirical investigation.  
As one of the objectives of this thesis is to explore and examine predictors of 
employees’ creativity and innovation, this section reviews how literature has evolved 
around this topic. Early studies of creativity and innovation have taken two common 
approaches, macro-level and individual psychology (West & Sacramento 2012). Macro-
level approaches addressed organisational and contextual factors and disregarded the 
role of individuals (Aiken & Hage 1971), while individual psychology studies 
highlighted personality characteristics, individual cognitive skills and intelligence 
(Barron & Harrington 1981). Aiken and Hage (1971) developed a panel study of 16 
public and private health and welfare organisations, focusing on the characteristics of 
organic organisations that are likely to be related to innovation. High professionalism 
and high intensity of scheduled and unscheduled communications within and between 
departments were found to be linked to innovation. Personality approach, another phase 
of research to identify determinants of creativity, was very popular from the 1950s to 
1970s (Amabile et al. 1996). As part of this approach scholarly studies such as Barron 
and Harrington’s (1981) addressed individual-centred elements predictors of creativity: 
intelligence, personality, age and gender differences. Amabile (1997, p. 42) criticised 
approaches that attempted to distinguish creative people from normal people based on 
personality traits and backgrounds as ‘both limiting and limited’. The approach was 
unable to provide a comprehensive overview of how creativity and innovation can be 
enhanced in an organisation as it overlooked the impact of social environment (Amabile 
et al. 1996; Amabile 1977; West & Sacramento 2012; West et al. 2003). Amabile et al. 
(1996) argued that creativity arises from particular behaviours of individuals resulting 
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in ideas, rather than from individual’s personality or intelligence, and further 
highlighted the role of social environment as influencing both the level and the 
frequency of creative behaviour. Studies such as those of Raja and Johns (2010), Baer 
and Oldham (2006), and George and Zhou (2001) examined the influence of big five 
personality dimensions on creativity through job scope; overall results suggested that 
contextual variables play an important role as they shape the interaction between 
personality and creativity. It can be concluded that scholars’ attempts to define a 
personality inventory related to creative achievement in an organisation is no more 
successful than trait studies examining leadership effectiveness (Woodman, Sawyer & 
Griffin 1993).  
Another phase of research known as a social-psychological approach to creativity and 
innovation took a more comprehensive approach. Social-psychological approaches 
attempt to develop a broad model by integrating social and individual factors to fill the 
gap in macro- and individual psychological studies. There are two main models at the 
centre of this approach, Amabile’s (1988), componential model and Woodman, Sawyer 
and Griffin’s (1993) interactionist model. Amabile’s (1988) componential theory of 
creativity argues that all people with normal capability are able to produce moderately 
creative work at least, and the creative outcome of individuals depends on three main 
elements: expertise (knowledge and special talents in the work domain), creative 
thinking skills (cognitive ability to consider new perspectives at work), and intrinsic 
task motivation (a person’s deepest passions). The centre discussion of Amabile’s 
(1988) componential model is the influence of organisational work environment on the 
individual creativity through its impact on all of the three individual components. The 
significance of context was also highlighted by Woodman, Sawyer and Griffin (1993) 
multilevel interactionist model. They proposed that organisational creativity is the 
complicated outcome of a social system in the organisation. This theory proposed the 
characteristics of organisation develop contextual impacts that explain creativity at 
different levels of organisation (individual and group). In line with studies of Amabile 
(1983; 1988), Woodman, Sawyer and Griffin (1993), Perry-Smith and Shalley (2003) 
and Unsworth and Parker (2003) also emphasised on context and social process in their 
conceptualisation of individual creativity and innovation.  
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Such conceptualisations of employees’ creativity and the determinants of innovation 
have inspired scholarly studies in different domains from then to the present. Studies 
have linked different dimensions of employees’ work environment, such as 
organisational climate, structure, leadership, and peer support, along with individual 
attributes (e.g. problem-solving skills, personal characteristics, task- and person-based 
conflict, self-efficacy) to explain individual creativity and innovation (Gong et al. 2012; 
Hellstrom & Hellstrom 2002; Hon 2011; Oldham & Cummings 1996; Scott & Bruce 
1994; Somech & Drach-Zahavy 2011). Additionally, different organisational contextual 
factors shaping employees’ work environment have been hypothesised to directly 
impact on employees’ innovative behaviour. Organisational climate and culture, by 
defining organisational values and norms, shape individual performance (Amabile et al. 
1996; Ismail 2005; Shalley, Zhou & Oldham 2004) and have been found to predict 
employees’ creativity and innovativeness (State & Iorgulescu 2014; Tajeddini & 
Trueman 2012; West & Sacramento 2012). Lin and Liu (2012), employing the assessing 
climate for creativity (KEYS) developed by Amabile et al. (1996), examined 
organisational climate for creativity in different industrial sectors (high-tech, 
manufacturing, and services) in Taiwan and found organisational encouragement, 
supervisory encouragement, supportive work group and sufficient resources were 
related to perceived innovation, directly and through work motivation at the individual 
level. 
Literature also addresses the influence of particular supervisory behaviours and 
characteristics as influential contextual factors. Supervisory support and motivation 
(Wong & Pang 2003a), supervisory expectations of employee creative involvement 
(Carmeli & Schaubro 2007), abusive supervision (Lee, Scandura & Sharif 2014), and 
supervisory benevolence (Wang & Cheng 2010) have been found to be related to 
creativity and innovation. In addition to organisational culture, climate and leadership, 
peer support is another element of the working environment found to predict 
employees’ creativity and innovation. Foss, Woll & Moilanen’s (2013) survey of a 
sample of 417 employees of the oldest and largest energy companies in Norway found 
that support from colleagues is more important than support from managers in 
motivating employees’ generation of ideas and innovation, in situations where 
managers are not present.  
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Employees’ creativity is considered the crucial source of innovation in an organisation 
addressing work-related problems (Gumusluoglu & Ilsev 2009), and research into the 
integration of individual and organisational factors that influence employees’ creativity 
and innovation is expanding by empirically examining different research frameworks.  
2.4 Definition of Leadership 
A review of the leadership literature reveals a wide range of definitions and theoretical 
approaches. Bass (1990) identified more then 3,500 definitions of leadership. Yukl 
(2010, p. 20) noted, ‘researchers usually define leadership according to their individual 
perspectives and aspects of the phenomenon of most interest to them’. Stogdill (1974, p. 
259) and Bass (1990, p. 11) stated that there are as many definitions of leadership as 
there are scholars who have tried to define this concept.  
However, there are common factors in definitions of leadership: ‘process’, ‘influence’, 
‘followers’, and ‘goals’ (Northouse 2007). For example, Barrow (1977, p. 232) defined 
leadership as ‘the behavioural process of influencing individuals or groups toward set 
goals’. Northouse (2007, p. 3) defined leadership as ‘a process whereby an individual 
influences a group of individuals to achieve a common goal’. This definition indicates 
that leadership is an influential process, an interactive relationship between leader and 
the follower to affect each other. Similarly, Jong and Hartog (2007, p. 44) considered 
leadership ‘the process of influencing others toward achieving some kind of desired 
outcome’.  
Developing a definition of leadership is necessary to clarify the scope of studies 
addressing this topic. This thesis adapts the following definition of leadership from 
Northouse (2007): leadership involves the process of influencing, stimulating and 
encouraging employees to work collectively toward shared goals and objectives. 
In this thesis leadership is the process of influencing, stimulating and encouraging 
creativity and innovation, which is considered the organisation’s and employees’ shared 
goal and objective. This thesis seeks to explore those leadership qualities of leaders, 
supervisors and managers of hotels and resorts that enhance employees’ creativity and 
innovation.  
 39 
2.5 Leadership Approaches 
Leadership has been based on major approaches such as trait (Kirkpatrick & Locke 
1991), behaviour (e.g. Blake & Mouton 1982), situational (e.g. Hersey & Blanchard 
1988), and transformational theory (Bass 1985). Early studies of leadership addressed 
the trait and contingency theories and emphasised attributes, personality characteristics 
and skills of leaders (Yukl 2010). Recently the influence of vision, charismatic 
leadership, authentic leadership, and value-based theories of leadership have attracted 
more attention (Chen & Hou 2016; Chen & Li 2013; Erkutlu & Chafra 2015). The next 
section of this thesis will briefly review the changing approaches to the study of 
leadership. A comprehensive understanding of past and present theories serves to 
develop the foundation of this study. 
2.5.1 Trait Approach 
The personality era of leadership is considered among early theories of leadership 
including the Great Man and Trait approaches (Van Seters & Field 1990). The ‘Great 
Man theory’ of Thomas Carlyle argued that true leaders inherited leadership qualities 
and characteristics (Kirkpatrick & Locke 1991). However, well-known and influential 
leaders did not have similar personalities (e.g. Hitler and Gandhi), and in addition, even 
if certain personality characteristics were determinants of effective leadership they are 
not easy to impersonate (Van Seters & Field 1990). The trait approach to study 
leadership emphasised the personality characteristics, motives, skills, values and 
attributes of leaders (Yukl 2010).  
Regardless of many studies that have explored the traits of leaders, researchers have 
failed to identify those traits that will guarantee and promise effective and successful 
leadership (Stogdill 1974; Van Seters & Field 1990; Yukl 1989). In a review of 124 
studies on the trait theory of leadership, Stogdill (1974) concluded that outcomes were 
inconclusive and unconvincing. Although some traits such as intelligence were found to 
be related to effective leadership, in general no comprehensive set of traits, nor a single 
trait, was so identified (Schriesheim & Neider 1989; Van Seters & Field 1990). It is a 
limiting point of view to decide that someone has inherited the traits required to be a 
good leader without considering the important role of training and experience.  
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2.5.2 Behavioural Approach 
Unsatisfactory and implausible results from the trait approach led to a shift to a 
behavioural approach to leadership. The behavioural approach introduced a new 
direction to defining and conceptualising an effective model of leadership. It 
emphasised what leaders do in their job, not what personality characteristics they are 
born with (Yukl 1989). In contrast to trait theory, behavioural studies were concerned 
with leadership styles and behaviours that could be taught and honed (Van Seters & 
Field 1990; Aronson 2001, Daft 2008). 
The Ohio State studies, the University of Michigan studies and Blake and Mouton’s 
managerial leadership grid are three major approaches that address leadership 
effectiveness from the leadership behaviour or style perspective (Northouse 2007). 
Consideration and initiating leadership or task-oriented and people-oriented leadership, 
emerged as two major concepts, based on the Ohio State studies (Bryman 1992; 
Northouse 2007; Van Seters & Field 1990). Task-oriented behaviour (addressing task 
accomplishment and organisational goal achievement) and relationship-oriented 
behaviour (promoting interpersonal relationships and concern for individuals) 
influenced several subsequent theories such as path–goal, high-high theory and leader 
substitute theory (Yukl 1999). Task- and relation-oriented leadership behaviours were 
used by scholars as the foundation of a more comprehensive theory of effective 
leadership, but this two-factor model was not broad enough to capture effective 
leadership behaviours in different contexts (Yukl 1999). Yukl, Gordon and Taber 
(2002), by integrating task-oriented, people-oriented, and change-oriented leadership, 
attempted to conceptualise an integrative taxonomy of leadership. Similarly, Gupta and 
Singh (2013) extended the two-model conceptualisation of leadership behaviours by 
adding three categories: empowering, team-building, and leading by example. 
Participative leadership, empowerment and self-managed leadership have also been 
studied under the umbrella of behavioural aspects to address leadership effectiveness 
(Cotton et al. 1988; Manz & Sims 1987).  
2.5.3 Situational Approach 
Style alone was unable to produce a comprehensive model of effective leadership as it 
overlooked the important role of situation, and another shift emerged in the late 1960s: 
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the development of the situational or contingency approach (Aronson 2001; 
Schriesheim & Neider 1989).  
To address gaps in the behavioural studies, the situational approach considered the role 
of situation on leadership process and effectiveness. According to this approach, the 
most effective leadership style is based on three major factors: leadership, situation and 
followers (Northouse 2007). The major works in this field were Fiedler’s contingency 
model (1967), path–goal theory (House & Mitchell 1974), situational leadership theory 
(Hersey & Blanchard 1969, 1988), leadership substitute theory (Kerr & Jermier 1978), 
normative theory (Vroom & Yetton 1973), and leader–member exchange theory (Graen 
& Cashman 1975). 
Although the situational contingency approach has contributed to leadership 
development, it has raised some criticism. Northouse (2007) criticised this approach, 
specially the path–goal theory of perceiving employees as dependent to their leader in 
accomplishing their tasks, and the poor quality of the measurement model; Yukl (1999) 
criticised its complexity and dubious validity. However, Avery and Ryan (2002) argued 
that regardless of academic criticism and narrow scholarly publications, situational 
leadership is valuable, and popular in practice. Their study, based on interviews with 
middle and senior managers from government and private organisations in Australia, 
found that interviewees perceived situational leadership as a valuable managerial tool 
with a relevant, intuitive and simple framework for managing people.  
2.5.4 Transformational Era 
A new phase in leadership literature emerged with the development of charismatic 
leadership by House (1977). Charismatic leadership argues that leaders enhance 
organisational change by effectively communicating a clear vision and creating a strong 
network with subordinates (Ilies, Judge & Wagner 2006). It relates to transformational 
and transactional leadership theories first developed by political sociologist Burns 
(1978) to address political leadership. Although the terms ‘transformational’ and 
‘charismatic’ were linked in the organisational literature (Conger & Kanungo 1994), 
Bass (1995) argued that they are distinguishable and that charisma is one of several 
components of transformational leadership. Conger and Kanungo (1994) clarified that 
the main difference is not in the formulation of transformational and charismatic 
leadership: charismatic leadership theories measured perceived leaders’ behaviours 
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while transformational leadership theories were concerned with follower’s outcomes. 
Bass (1985) extended the work of Burns (1978) by adding the laissez-faire construct 
and labelling this new leadership model a ‘full range leadership theory’. According to 
Bass and Avolio (1990, p. 22) ‘transformational leaders arouse in the individual a 
heightened awareness to key issues, to the group and organisation, while increasing the 
confidence of followers and gradually moving them from concerns for existence to 
concerns for achievement, growth and development’. Transactional leaders are 
concerned with keeping stability within the organisation through social and economic 
exchanges, to satisfy both leaders’ and followers’ goals (Bass 1990). The least effective 
form of leadership in the full-range model is laissez-faire, which is defined as ‘no 
leadership’ or lack of active leadership (Avolio & Bass 1995; Bass & Avolio 1994). 
Laissez-faire is considered least effective because it is not positively related to 
significant organisational outcomes (Bass 1985; Judge & Piccolo 2004).  
Transformational leadership gained widespread attention in research and practice; the 
literature shows that scholars have found transformational leadership improves 
followers’ development and engagement (Luthans & Avolio 2003; Zhu, Avolio & 
Walumbwa 2009), creativity (Qu, Janssen & Shi 2015), innovation (Cheung & Wong 
2011), motivation (Ilies, Judge & Wagner 2006), organisational innovation (Sarros, 
Cooper & Santora 2008), and organisational change (Eisenbach, Watson & Pillai 1999).  
2.5.5 Recent Leadership Theories 
Because of the imperative role of leadership in organisational success, new approaches 
have continued to evolve in the leadership literature. Authentic leadership is among the 
latest developments in leadership theories. As the word ‘authentic’ conveys, authentic 
leaders truly know themselves, their beliefs, morals, and values, and this shapes and 
defines their interactions with others (Avolio et al. 2004; Walumbwa et al. 2008). 
Several theories provided the conceptual foundations for authentic leadership theory, 
including authenticity/self identity, affective process, social perception, neo-charismatic 
leadership, positive psychology, and wellbeing (Gardner et al. 2005). 
The relevant literature reveals there are various definitions of authentic leadership. The 
first scholars who formally defined leadership authenticity and inauthenticity per se 
were Henderson and Hoy (1983, p.3), who distinguished authentic leaders from 
inauthentic leaders based on ‘acceptance of organisational and personal responsibility 
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for actions, outcomes, and mistakes’, ‘being non-manipulative of subordinates’, 
‘demonstrating a salience of self over role’. Later, Luthans and Avolio (2003) defined 
authentic leadership through the interactions of positive organisational behaviour, full-
range leadership theory and ethical perspectives. Although this definition guided several 
approaches to constructing authentic leadership in subsequent years (Avolio et al. 2004; 
Gardner et al. 2005; Walumbwa et al. 2008), it has been criticised because of its multi-
dimensionality in considering various domains, its multi-level functions (e.g. individual, 
team and organisational levels), and measurement and validity issues arising from the 
conceptual ambiguity of the dimensions and sub-dimensions posited in the concept 
(Cooper, Scandura & Schriesheim 2005). Shamir & Eilam (2005), Gardner et al. (2005) 
and Ilies, Morgeson and Nahrgang (2005) attempted to develop a more focused, 
narrower conceptualisation of authentic leadership. Avolio, Walumbwa and Weber 
(2009) asserted that regardless of differences in its conceptualisation, four common 
components are present in the literature: balanced processing (analysing relevant data 
objectively before making decisions), internalised moral perspective (using internal 
moral standards to self-regulate one’s behaviour), relational transparency (expressing 
one’s authentic self), and self-awareness (an understanding of one’s strengths and 
weakness through considering one’s world view). 
Despite significant scholarly attention to the concept, few empirical studies examined it 
(Walumbwa et al. 2008) because of measurement issues (Cooper at al. 2005). However, 
studies did examine the relationship between authentic leadership and various 
outcomes: job performance (Wong & Cummings 2009), job satisfaction and work 
happiness (Jensen & Luthans 2006), work engagement and voice behaviour (Wong, 
Laschinger & Cummings 2010), and employees’ creativity (Rego et al. 2012). Such 
empirical studies also suggested that the interaction of authentic leadership and 
organisational climate and culture promotes positive outcomes at the employee level: 
their psychological well-being at work (Nelson et al. 2014), and their job satisfaction 
(Azanza, Moriano & Molero 2013).  
A more value-based approach to the study of leadership started to gain attention. The 
focus changed from goal- and task-oriented leadership to ‘value-based, spirit-centred’ 
leadership (Chen & Li 2013). Fry, Vitucci and Cedillo (2005) argued that spiritual 
leadership offers a new agenda for leadership development by integrating ethical, value-
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based (e.g. authentic and servant leadership), transformational and charismatic theories. 
Spiritual leadership, conceptually and empirically, has been linked to employees’ 
productivity and commitment, their wellbeing, and corporate social responsibility (Fry 
& Cohen 2009; Fry & Slocum 2008). Fry and Slocum (2008) proposed that spiritual 
leadership optimises employees’ wellbeing and organisational commitment without 
affecting the organisation’s financial performance. 
Servant leadership is another emerging model of leadership, one that emphasises moral, 
ethical, and spiritual values (Sendjaya & Sarros 2002), unlike many leadership styles 
whose primary concern is performance, outcome and production. Servant leadership 
highlights the importance of followers’ holistic development (Pekerti & Sendjaya 
2010). It has its roots in work by Greenleaf (1977), who defined the servant leader as 
one who is servant by nature to ascertain that other people’s highest-priority needs are 
served. A comprehensive review by Sendjaya, Sarros and Santora (2008) found that 
organisations with servant leaders (servant-led organisations) promote leader and 
organisation trust, organisational citizenship, procedural justice, collaboration between 
members and team, and leader effectiveness. Servant leadership is also found to 
influence follower’s wellbeing by creating a positive work climate (Jaramillo et al. 
2009), and by influencing employees’ engagement with and loyalty to the workplace 
(Carter & Baghurst 2014).  
2.6 Leadership and Innovation  
Research has demonstrated that employees’ innovative behaviour depends highly on 
their interaction with others and on the environmental contextual factors in the 
organisation (Axtell et al. 2000; West & Sacramento 2012; Zhou & Shalley 2003). 
Although creativity and innovation are influenced by skills and knowledge (Amabile 
1983), socio-psychological approaches have emphasised the importance of the 
interaction between the person and the environment in studying creativity, as well as the 
role of contextual influences such as the organisational climate and culture, reward 
system, resources, and leadership (Amabile et al. 2004; Oldham & Cummings, 1996; 
Scott & Bruce, 1994; Woodman, Sawyer & Griffin, 1993). Of all the contextual factors 
that affect employees’ work environment, leadership has been suggested as one of the 
crucial elements for achieving organisational and individual effectiveness and 
innovation (Engelen et al. 2014; Mathisen, Einarsen, & Mykletun 2012, McMahon & 
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Ford 2013; Mumford, Connelly & Gaddis 2003; Wang et al. 2013; Yukl 2008). Basadur 
(2004, p. 103) argued that as ‘individuals, teams, and organisations differ in their 
creative problem solving styles, how leaders manage these styles can have a significant 
effect on performance’. Similarly, Mumford & Licuanan’s (2004) review of various 
studies addressing the topic of leading for innovation concluded that leadership 
contributes effectively to the generation and application of new ideas within the 
organisation by shaping and influencing the employees’ work environment.  
In order to clarify the influence of leadership on innovation, scholars over the years 
have considered various approaches to investigate how leadership encourages 
innovation. The literature shows that scholarly studies were mainly quantitative 
examinations of the impact of existing theories of leadership in the literature, such as 
transformational leadership, leader–member exchange theory, empowering leadership 
and authentic leadership. One of the theories that was studied widely as a determinant 
of creativity and innovation is transformational leadership (Cheung & Wong 2011; 
Jaffer 2013; Lee 2008; Qu, Janssen & Shi 2015; Sun et al. 2012; To, Tse & Ashkanasy 
2015; Wang & Zhu 2011). Transformational leadership was conceptualised as a style 
challenging the status quo and organisational norms (Eisenbeiss, van Knippenberg & 
Boerner 2008), shaping the beliefs, values and attitudes of followers (Podsakoff et al. 
1990), increasing follower’s intrinsic motivation (Jung, Chow & Wu 2003), 
strengthening creative self-concept perspective (Wang & Zhu 2011), and conveying a 
new vision (Lee 2008), to stimulate followers’, groups’, and organisations’ creativity 
and innovation (Eisenbeis, van Knippenberg & Boerner 2008; Jung, Wu & Chow 2008; 
Michaelis, Stegmaier & Sonntag 2009).  
Leader–member exchange theory addresses the quality of social exchange relationships 
between leaders and followers (Bauer & Green 1996; Liden & Maslyn 1998). Unlike 
other theories that focus mainly on the influence of leadership on followers, leader–
member exchange recognises a mutual relationship between them (Howell & Shamir 
2005). Research on leader–member exchange in organisations demonstrated that the 
relational concept of leadership contributes to employees’ feeling of energy (Atwater & 
Carmeli 2009), organisational commitment (Garg & Dhar 2014), and job performance 
(Li, Sanders & Frenkel 2012). It showed that leader–member exchange provides higher 
interpersonal support and offers appreciation, recognition, and decision-making 
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autonomy in the organisation (Hammond et al. 2011; Volmer, Spurk & Niessen 2012; 
Yukl 2010). The quality of the leader–member relationship predicts followers’ 
innovative behaviour (Janssen & Van Yeperen 2004; Scott & Bruce 1994); for instance, 
in a survey of R&D employees and leaders in the chemical sector, Tierney, Farmer and 
Graen (1999) found that a high-quality leader-to-member relationship is related to 
employees’ creativity.  
Participative leadership focusing on consultation with employees, shared decision-
making (Yukl, Gordon & Taber 2002), and ‘the extent to which people can influence 
leader’s decisions’ (Jong & Hartog 2007, p. 44) have been suggested as being related to 
creativity and innovation (Krause 2004; Krause, Gebet & Kearney 2007; Somech 2006; 
Stoker at al. 2001). Somech’s (2006) survey of 1,292 members of 136 primary care 
teams and their corresponding managers found that a participative leadership style is 
positively related to team reflection and, in turn, to team innovation. Another leadership 
model that shares some similarities with participative leadership and has been found 
relevant to creativity and innovation is empowering leadership. This emphasises 
providing employees with autonomy and freedom and minimising bureaucratic 
impediments (Ahearne, Mathieu & Rapp 2005; Babakus et al. 2003; Forrester 2000). 
Zhang and Bartol (2010, p. 100) defined empowering leadership as ‘the process of 
implementing conditions that enable sharing power with an employee by delineating the 
significance of the employees’ job, providing greater decision-making autonomy and 
removing hindrances to performance’. Literature shows that leadership behaviours that 
are empowering contribute to positive individual and organisational outcomes: the 
survey by Vecchio, Justin and Pearce (2010) of a sample of 179 superior–subordinate 
dyads indicated that empowering leadership is associated with higher employee 
performance and satisfaction. Previous research has also suggested that granting 
autonomy and freedom promotes innovative behaviour by influencing employees’ 
cognitive processes (Krause 2004) and self-determination (Forrester 2000). Slåtten, 
Svensson and Sværi (2011), in a study of front-line employees in the hotel industry, 
found empowering leadership significantly influences employees’ creativity and 
innovation implementation. Özarall  (2015), using survey data of 218 employees in the 
technology and service sector in Istanbul, demonstrated a positive association between 
empowering leadership and employees’ creativity. Yoshida et al. (2014), in a survey of 
154 teams working in Chinese and Indonesian firms, also found that servant leadership 
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fosters employees’ creativity and team innovation by encouraging identification with 
the leader.  
The research has also considered authentic leadership, a recent theory of leadership 
based on self-awareness, high ethical standards and positive psychological capacities 
(Luthans & Avolio 2003; Walumbwa et al. 2008). Authentic leaders influence creativity 
by promoting ethical standards (Valentine et al. 2011), and establishing psychological 
safety that enhances employees’ sense of freedom to express new ideas without fear 
(Rego et al. 2012). Survey by Rego et al. (2012) identified a positive association 
between authentic leadership and creativity and innovativeness, on manufacturing and 
service employees.  
Despite interest in quantitatively examining the role of theory-based conceptualisations 
and models of leadership on creativity and innovation, empirical studies have shown 
mixed and inconsistent outcomes. Some did not demonstrate a positive relationship 
between transformational leadership and individual or group creativity (Jaffer 2013; 
Jaussi & Dionne 2003; Kahai, Sosik & Avolio 2003). Osborn and Marion (2009) 
empirically tested the impact of leadership style and innovation in American and 
Japanese research-intensive sectors, and surprisingly found that transformational 
leadership was significantly linked to lower innovation. The outcome of research on the 
leader–member exchange theory and creativity and innovation has also been 
heterogeneous. Studies such as that of Clegg et al. (2002) did not show any association 
between leader–member exchange and idea suggestion. In another study, Lee (2008) 
investigated the correlation of leader–member exchange employees’ innovation among 
R&D professionals in Singapore and concluded that except for loyalty, the dimensions 
of leader–member exchange did not significantly explain the variance in employees’ 
innovative behaviour. Jaffer (2013) found a negative association between leader–
member exchange leadership and individual innovation. 
The mixed outcomes of the quantitative studies may be the result of limited research 
into the specific leadership qualities that motivate creativity and innovation (Gupta & 
Singh 2013; Jong & Hartog 2007; Mumford & Licuanan 2004). Carmeli, Reiter-Palmon 
and Ziv (2010) argued that the understanding of particular leadership behaviours 
leading to creative performance is limited in the literature, and that further research is 
needed to comprehensively study the multiple mechanism of how leadership enhances 
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employees’ creativity. Similarly, in a review on the available literature of leading for 
innovation, Mumford and Licuanan (2004) concluded that leadership models 
conceptualised to influence organisational performance and effectiveness are not 
generalisable to creativity and innovation. Another reason behind the mixed outcomes 
of quantitative studies is discussed by Hunter and Cushenbery (2011), who noted that 
there is no one single characteristic of leadership encouraging individual innovative 
behaviour, and so the existing frameworks for studying leadership should be expanded 
by implementing more exploratory research settings. By reviewing the existing 
research, they proposed a model comprising different leadership behaviours that 
directly (e.g. decision-making, resource allocation, vision and strategy) and indirectly 
(e.g. role-modelling, rewards and recognition, hiring and team composition) influence 
individual and team creativity and organisational innovation. Rosing, Frese and Bausch 
(2011) integrated the existing literature on leadership and innovation and came up with 
an ambidextrous model of leadership including various opening and closing leadership 
behaviours related to followers’ exploration and exploitation activities. Reviewing this 
literature confirms that there is wide range of leadership practices influencing individual 
innovative behaviour (Gupta & Singh 2013; Hunter & Cushenbery 2011; Jong & 
Hartog 2007).  
To address the gap in the literature of leadership and creativity and innovation, scholars 
have considered qualitative approaches. Jong and Hartog (2007) and Gupta and Singh 
(2013) designed exploratory approaches to study leadership for creativity and 
innovation in small knowledge-intensive and R&D contexts respectively. Both studies 
integrated Yukl’s ‘managerial practices’ taxonomy (2002) and used qualitative in-depth 
interviews with industry people in order to identify which leaders’ behaviours are likely 
to stimulate employees’ creativity and innovativeness. Jong and Hartog (2007) 
conducted 12 in-depth interviews with managers and entrepreneurs (business owners) 
from small Dutch knowledge-intensive firms. The analysis, a process moving between 
Yukl’s (2002) taxonomy and the interview data, produced a list of 13 leaders’ 
behaviours. Of these, innovative role-modelling, providing vision, consulting, 
delegating, supporting innovation, recognition, and monitoring were found to relate to 
both creativity and innovation (Jong & Hartog 2007). Intellectual stimulation, 
stimulating knowledge diffusion and task assignment were found to link to creativity 
(idea generation) and reward. Providing resources and organising feedback were found 
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to associate with innovation (the application of ideas). The study, by distinguishing the 
notions of creativity and innovation, achieved a better understanding of those leadership 
behaviours effective at the different stages of innovative ventures. Similar research was 
designed by Gupta and Singh (2013) in the context of R&D labs in India. They 
conducted 25 in-depth interviews with scientists from five R&D labs. The integration of 
interview data and Yukl’s managerial practices survey (et al. 1990) resulted in the 
development of 13 leaders’ behaviours, categorised into four main groups, task-oriented 
behaviour, relation-oriented behaviour, team-building, and leading by example. The 
identified categories of leadership behaviour were viewed as likely to have a high 
potential to influence employees’ creativity in the context of R&D in India. Following 
this work, Gupta, Singh and Khatri (2013) developed a new instrument based on the 
outcomes of qualitative study to measure leaders behaviours relating to creativity in the 
context of R&D laboratories.  
Different cross-cultural leadership studies have confirmed that leadership is context-
based; exploratory studies contribute to a better understanding of leadership in the 
context of interest. For example, Karakitapoglu-Aygün and Gumusluoglu (2013) 
demonstrated that leadership needs to be studied with consideration of the context and 
desired outcomes. In a qualitative study the authors conducted 31 semi-structured 
interviews with knowledge workers (involved with creative and innovative tasks) in a 
non-Western context of change and transformation in Turkey. They found 
transformational leadership attributes include eight dimensions, four of which are in line 
with the original dimensions of transformational leadership and the rest context-specific 
to change-oriented leaders in Turkey: benevolent paternalism, implementation of the 
vision, employee participation and teamwork, and proactive behaviour. Ryan and 
Tipu’s (2013) survey of 548 business professionals from a variety of Pakistani 
organisations (financial, IT, education, retail, hospitality etc.) did not show support for 
the conceptualisation of transformational leadership in a non-Western context but found 
a simpler two-factor model, comprising active leadership and passive-avoidant 
leadership. In another study using a survey of 170 managers from Egyptian 
organisations (banks, hospitality, and industrial sectors), Mostafa (2005) found the 
Egyptian culture required a consultative management style providing active 
encouragement for employees in order to enhance creativity.  
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Literature also shows that in studying leadership, context and culture matter (Cheng et 
al. 2004; Pimpa & Moore 2012; Shamir & Howell 1999). Literature on cultural studies 
(Hofstede 2001; House et al. 2004) acknowledges that effective leadership styles may 
vary depending on local cultures and social values. The assumption that leadership is 
generalisable across cultures, and that studying leadership without considering the role 
of context, may lead to ambiguous conclusions (Lee, Scandura & Sharif 2014). Pimpa 
and Moore’s (2012) study with 134 participants from Thai public education 
organisations and 110 from the Australian public education sector identified 
considerably different effective leadership styles in the two countries. In Thailand’s 
public education sector, goal-oriented leadership was found to be effective, while in the 
Australian sector, leadership styles focusing on equality among organisational members 
which shaped a supportive and participating working environment were found to be 
effective. In another study, Lee, Scandura and Sharif (2014) addressed the role of 
culture in studying leadership across two cultures (USA and Korea). They found that 
the relationship between leader–member exchange and affective commitment to 
organisational change was higher in the US sample than in Korea because of the 
difference in power distance in the two nations. To investigate leadership in Australia, 
30 interviews with Australian business leaders undertaken by Rymer (2008), indicated 
that leadership in Australia is different from that in the USA and has unique qualities 
such as emotional togetherness, recognition and values, communication and strategic 
change. Amirshahi’s (1997) comparative cross-cultural analysis of the managerial 
values systems of Iranian managers and their middle-eastern counterparts indicated that 
the Iranian managers were more delegative, consultative and participative.  
One of the purposes of this thesis is to go beyond the current theories to investigate the 
leadership behaviours that encourage and promote individual-level creativity and 






2.7 Organisational Climate Supportive of Innovation 
At the individual level, climate has been described as psychological climate, a cognitive 
interpretation of an organisational situation that employees perceive as the 
organisation’s expectations of certain behaviours and outcomes of behaviours (Scott & 
Bruce 1994), and individual’s perceptions of the psychological impact of the work 
environment (James et al. 2008). According to West and Sacramento (2012, p. 362), 
‘individual perceptions of the work environment are usually termed psychological 
climate, and, when shared to a level sufficient for aggregation to the group or 
organisational level, is labelled group or organisational climate’. Hence, organisational 
climate can be viewed as a shared psychological climate or aggregated individual 
psychological climates (Isaksen et al. 2001; James et al. 2008).  
The literature shows that organisational climate has been conceptualised in different 
ways. One approach considers it the perception of individuals about organisational 
norms and characteristics; for example, Schneider (1990, p. 384) defined organisational 
climate as ‘employees’ perceptions of the events, practices, and procedures and the 
kinds of behaviour that are rewarded, supported, and expected in a setting’. On the other 
hand, Ekvall (1996, p. 105) suggested that organisational climate is an objective 
property of the organisation, ‘an attribute of the organisation which characterises life in 
the organisation and exists independently of the perceptions and understandings of the 
members of the organisation’. This thesis follows Scott and Bruce (1994) in considering 
organisational climate to be employees’ perceptions of organisational norms, 
procedures, practices and expectations.  
To study organisational climate, it is necessary to clarify the distinction between climate 
and culture as different components of the work environment, although they are often 
described as identical phenomena in the literature (Payne & Pugh 1976). James et al. 
(2008) clarified the distinction between climate and culture by using an individual-
versus-system orientation. In this view, climate reflects an individual orientation (an 
individual property) and culture reflects a system-level orientation (a system property), 
which operates at deeper foundations of the organisation (James et al. 2008; Isaksen et 
al. 2001). Climate can therefore be conceptualised as ‘a manifestation of culture, and 
that culture can most accurately be understood as existing at a higher level of 
abstraction than climate’ (Baer & Frese 2003, p. 48).  
 52 
Climate also has been defined based on its impact on organisational processes (problem 
solving, decision-making, and communication) and psychological processes 
(committing, creating, and motivating) (Ekvall & Ryhammer 1999); and climate 
scholars have changed their focus from a general conceptualisation of climate to various 
specific types, exploring different aspects of organisational climate for different 
purposes, such as a climate for safety (Flin et al. 2000), for service (Jong, Ruyter, & 
Lemmink 2004), for initiative (Baer & Frese 2003), or for innovation (Ekvall 1996; 
Hunter, Bedell & Mumford 2007; Scott & Bruce 1994). Schneider, Gunnarson and 
Niles-Jolly (1996) asserted that organisations may have different climates depending on 
their priorities. They explained that one organisation can have a service climate in the 
service division, a climate for innovation in the R&D department, and a shared overall 
climate of organisational citizenship and behaviour. Accordingly, a number of climates 
for creativity, and innovation taxonomies, have been developed to examine and assess 
the various dimensions of climate enhancing creativity and innovation (Amabile et al. 
1996; Ekvall 1996; Isaksen et al. 2001; Siegel & Kaemmerer 1978). Recently Hunter, 
Bedell and Mumford (2007) conducted a review of 45 creative climate taxonomies 
conceptualised between 1973 and 2004. They developed a multi-level and 
comprehensive 14-dimensional taxonomy of creative climate by integrating 
interpersonal elements and task elements to define creative climate from the individual 
level (e.g. freedom), through the group level (e.g. positive peer group), to the 
organisational level (e.g. management support). 
Many authors have found links between organisational climate and the promotion of 
creativity and innovation (McMurray et al. 2013; Ren & Zhang 2015). A climate for 
creativity supports the development of new products and services (Isaksen et al. 2001) 
by providing employees with signs that organisational norms encourage taking initiative 
and developing new ideas (West et al. 2003). The literature has demonstrated that 
employees show higher innovative behaviour when they perceive the organisational 
climate is supportive of creativity and innovation (Charbonnier-Voirin, Akremi & 
Vandenberghe 2010; Gumusluoglu & Ilsev 2009; Tsai & Kao 2004). Individuals and 
groups working in an environment which policies and practices value and support new 
ideas are more likely to exhibit creativity and innovation (Jaiswal & Dhar 2015; Wang 
et al. 2013). Ta tan (2013) suggested that a participative organisational climate, one that 
encourages a participative work environment, access to resources and information, 
 53 
positively enhances employees’ innovative behaviour in small and medium enterprises 
in Turkey. For the purposes of this thesis, organisational climate for innovation refers to 
the degree to which organisational members perceive the organisational environment 
and climate to be supportive of innovation (Scott & Bruce 1994). 
2.8 Personal Initiative 
Personal initiative is one form of proactivity. Unsworth and Parker (2003, p. 178) 
defined proactivity as ‘a set of self-starting, action-oriented behaviors aimed at 
modifying the situation or oneself to achieve greater personal or organisational 
effectiveness’. Crant (2000, p. 436) defined it as ‘taking initiative in improving current 
circumstances or creating new ones; it involves challenging the status quo rather than 
passively adapting to present conditions’. Theoretical conceptualisations with different 
labels relate to proactive behaviours such as taking charge (Morrison & Phelps 1999), 
task revision (Staw & Boettger 1990), voice (Van Dyne & LePine 1998) and personal 
initiative (Frese et al. 1996, 1997). 
Frese et al. (1996, p. 140) defined personal initiative as ‘an individual level behaviour 
syndrome (a set of co-occurring behaviours) resulting in an individual’s taking an active 
and self-starting approach to work and going beyond what is formally required in a 
given job’. In contrast with traditional non-active performance views that are concerned 
with employee–job matching, defining tasks, and assessing employees’ performance 
against goals developed by the organisation (Frese & Fay 2001), employees with high 
personal initiative go beyond their job description and adopt a self-starting manner in 
line with organisational missions and aims (Redfern et al. 2010; Stroppa & Spieb 2011). 
Personal initiative was first characterised based on five facets by Frese et al. (1996, 
p.38): ‘persistent with organisational missions, long-term orientation, goal-directed and 
action oriented, consistent in the face of barriers and problems, proactive and self-
starting’. Later, Frese and Fay (2001) described personal initiative based on three 
principal aspects: being self-starting, proactive, and persistent. Self-starting implies that 
employees set goals that go beyond their role requirements; proactive refers to having a 
long-term focus in anticipating upcoming opportunities and problems; and persistence 
refers to assiduously following goals in the face of problems.  
Employees with high personal initiative are active and have a persistent approach rather 
than being passive and conformist toward organisational objectives (Baer & Frese 2003; 
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Hakanen, Perhoniemi & Toppinen-Tanner 2008; Stroppa & Spieb 2010; Thomas, 
Whitman, & Viswesvaran 2010), employees’ social job satisfaction (Gamboa et al. 
2009), and psychological well-being (Wang & Li 2015). Stroppa and Spieb (2011), 
using a mixed method research design comprising exploratory interviews and online 
surveys of expatriates working for German organisations in various destinations (e.g. 
China, Thailand, and Japan), found that the personal initiative of expatriates positively 
influences their job satisfaction and performance, and negatively influences job stress. 
The study indicated that aspects of personal initiative are relevant to working situations 
that are challenging, ambiguous and uncertain.  
The concepts of personal initiative and innovation seem to be related (Unsworth & 
Parker 2003), and several authors have suggested that personal initiative influences 
creativity and innovation practices (Binnewies, Ohly & Sonnentag 2007; Hakanen, 
Perhoniemi, & Toppinen-Tanner 2008; Miron, Erez & Naveh 2004; Ohly, Sonnentag & 
Pluntke 2006; Unsworth & Parker 2003), and change orientation (Frese & Fay 2001). 
Binnewies, Ohly and Sonnentag (2007) tested the influence of personal initiative on 
Amabile’s (1988) creativity model including four stages: problem identification, 
preparation, idea generation and idea validation. Using both interview and survey data 
collection with a sample of 52 nurses, this study demonstrated that personal initiative 
acts as a ‘motivational promoter’ and moderates the relationship between problem 
identification and the preparation stage, and directly influences creativity. Personal 
initiative was also found to be related to the implementation of new ideas. Miron, Erez 
& Naveh (2004), using 22 unstructured interviews and 349 surveys of engineers and 
technicians from organisations developing and manufacturing advanced technologies, 
suggested that creativity is not enough to achieve innovation outcomes: initiative is 
required to transform new ideas into practices.  
According to componential theory and the interactionist model (Amabile et al. 1996; 
Woodman, Sawyer & Griffin 1993), creativity and innovation are the complex 
outcomes of person–situation interaction, and emphasise the crucial role of personal 
characteristics and organisational contextual factors. Although the theory demonstrated 
that environmental factors such as leadership are imperative determinants of employees’ 
creativity and innovation, in service industries such as the hotel industry, where 
employees are in charge of providing services and responding to customers’ problems 
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and inquiries, the concept of personal initiative seems particularly vital (Lopez-
Cabarcos, Machado-Lopes-Sampaio-de Pinho & Vázquez-Rodríguez 2015). For 
instance, the characteristics of extra-role behaviour have been found to influence the 
perceptions of service quality (Morrison 1996), and proactive customer service 
performance (Rank et al. 2007) and the flexibility to respond to customers’ demands 
(Crant 2000; Sonnentag 2003). Using a survey of 321 employees from 4-star and above 
Portuguese hotels, Lopez-Cabarcos, Machado-Lopes-Sampaio-de Pinho and Vázquez-
Rodríguez (2015) demonstrated that personal initiative is important in employees at the 
forefront of customer contact because it affects the quality of service on offer and 
affective organisational commitment. Considering the relevance of personal initiative 
and innovative behaviour, this suggests that personal initiative may enhance the 
influence of leadership on employees’ creativity and innovation.  
2.9 Proposed Relationships between Factors of the Study 
Literature on creativity and innovation suggests that both individual and organisational 
contextual factors can encourage and enhance employees’ creativity and innovation 
(Scott & Bruce 1994; Zhou & George 2003). This thesis considers the influence of 
environmental factors (leadership, employees’ perceptions of organisational climate for 
innovation) and individual factors (personal initiative) on employees’ creativity and 
innovation. 
2.9.1 Leadership and Employees’ Creativity and Innovation 
Leadership is an important factor of employees’ work environment, found to influence 
employees’ problem-solving skills and idea generation (Mumford & Licuanan 2004; 
Mumford et al. 2002). Theoretically, various research perspectives have been developed 
to identify the process by which leadership motivates employees’ creativity. 
Transformational leadership has been found to influence individual creativity both 
directly (Cheung & Wong 2011), and also indirectly, by developing individual creative 
identities (Wang & Zhu 2011), and when interacting with leader’s support (Cheung & 
Wong 2011). Leader–member exchange theory has been empirically shown to be 
related to creativity (Atwater & Carmeli 2009). Using a survey with 168 participants 
from 43 Turkish software development companies, Gumusluoglu and Ilsev (2009) 
found that transformational leadership is positively related to subordinates’ creative 
behaviour. Similarly, Cheung & Wong (2011), in a survey of 182 supervisor–follower 
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dyads from various service organisations (e.g. restaurant, hotels, banks, travel agents) 
identified transformational leadership as a positive influence on employees’ creativity. 
Zhang, Tsui and Wang (2011), in a survey of 163 work groups involving 973 
employees from 12 Chinese organisations, found that transformational leadership is 
positively associated with group creativity and negatively with authoritarian leadership. 
A higher level of leader–member exchange is reported to influence employees’ creative 
work involvement by providing higher interpersonal support and job autonomy 
(Volmer, Spurk & Niessen 2012), and by encouraging employees’ perceptions of an 
organisational climate supporting creativity (Scott & Bruce 1994). Further, authentic 
leadership stimulating ethical standards and values predicts employees’ creativity 
(Cerne, Jaklic & Skerlavaj 2013; Rego et al. 2012) and authentic leaders have been 
found to provide psychological safety, which encourages employees’ sense of freedom 
to generate new ideas and suggestions (Rego et al. 2012).  
Several scholars have attempted to explore leader behaviours that are likely to affect 
employees’ creativity using a qualitative approach. A number of leadership behaviours 
have been identified from general day-to-day practices such as clarifying roles and 
objectives, consulting, and monitoring, to more specific leader behaviours that directly 
influence employees’ idea generation (Amabile et al. 2004; Gupta & Singh 2013; Jong 
& Hartog 2007). Other leadership styles such as empowering, delegating and role-
modelling have also been reported as relevant to subordinates’ creativity (Jong & 
Hartog 2007).  
In the context of the Hong Kong hotel industry, Wong and Pang (2003a), using 20 in-
depth interviews and 288 surveys, identified support and motivation from top managers, 
and effective interaction and communication between managers and employees, as 
significant motivators of employee creativity. Leaders’ empowering behaviours, 
focusing on consultation, support for employees’ autonomy, and shared decision-
making, were also determined as significant influences on employees’ creativity in the 
hotel industry (Slåtten, Svensson & Sværi 2011; Slåtten & Mehmetoglu 2011). Nagy 
(2014), in a study of Romanian 3- and 4-stars spa hotels, concluded that a lack of 
creativity and initiative among employees is the result of authoritarian leadership 
enforcing discipline and routines, and not involving employees in innovation-related 
discussions or decision-making. Similarly, Wong and Pang (2003b) discovered that 
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setting rules and regulations to follow, a conservative management style and corporate 
bureaucracy were job-related barriers to creativity in the context of the Hong Kong 
hotel industry. Taken together, these suggest that leadership plays a pivotal role in 
employees’ creativity. However, as discussed earlier, the literature on leadership and 
innovation has not yet provided sufficient exploratory studies to explore precisely 
which leadership qualities are more likely to have an impact on employees’ creativity. 
The association between leadership and employee creativity, especially in the context of 
Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts, has not been investigated from an empirical 
viewpoint. To explore and clarify this, this thesis has developed the following research 
questions: 
Research Question 1: What is the nature of the leadership qualities that stimulate 
employees’ creativity and innovation in the hotel and resort industry? 
Research Question 2: In what ways, if any, do perceived leadership behaviours 
influence employees’ creativity in Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts?  
In addition to influencing employees’ creativity, the literature has also suggested that 
leadership is related to employee innovation. As discussed, innovation refers to the 
promotion of new ideas within an organisation, followed by the implementation of these 
ideas in terms of new products, services, and procedures (Dorenbosch, van Engen & 
Verhagen 2005). Sufficient resources and support from the right people in an 
organisation are important to implement new ideas and convert them into new business 
developments (Dorenbosch, van Engen & Verhagen 2005; Jong & Hartog 2010). At this 
stage employees need support and guidance from their immediate leaders to put new 
ideas into practice successfully (Jong & Hartog 2007). Hence, literature has focused on 
leadership in the implementation stage of innovation as well (Axtell et al. 2000; Krause 
2004; Krause, Gebert & Kearney 2007; Mumford et al. 2002), providing the resources, 
monitoring the effectiveness of the innovation process, and providing constructive 
feedback (Hunter & Cushenbery 2011; Jong & Hartog 2007). In addition, various 
studies have related leader support to both idea generation and idea application (Krause 
2004; Oldham & Cummings 1996). Jong and Hartog’s (2007) qualitative study revealed 
that leaders’ support in terms of being friendly, helpful, and patient in the face of 
mistakes, fosters employees’ inclination to implement innovation. The empirical study 
by Hulsheger, Anderson and Salgado (2009) confirmed the positive association between 
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support for innovation and team innovation. Slåtten (2011), in the context of hospitality 
organisations in Norway, indicated that the perceptions of frontline service employees 
of managerial relationship quality: that is, to the employees’ perception of being 
respected and heard, engenders a positive emotional response which is linked to their 
innovative behaviour. Leaders behaviours that encourage employees’ participation is 
also positively related to the drive to innovate (Krause, Gebert & Kearney 2007); and 
Somech (2006) using a sample of 1,292 members of the 140 primary care teams and 
their corresponding 140 practice managers, identified participative leadership as related 
to team reflection, which in turn influenced innovation among highly functional teams.  
Leadership behaviours that grant freedom and autonomy in decision-making influence 
employees’ perceptions of a change-oriented organisation, which acts to enhance their 
innovation and implementation behaviour (Krause 2004). Job autonomy has been 
acknowledged as a factor that affects employees’ innovative behaviour by increasing 
their engagement (Slåtten, Svensson & Sværi 2011), and charismatic leadership also has 
been reported to enhance employees’ innovation by supporting individual self-efficacy 
and motivation (Tierney & Farmer 2002). Paulsen et al. (2009) surveyed 178 science 
professionals from large public R&D organisations and found that the charismatic 
characteristics of transformational leadership positively influence team innovation by 
offering a vision and purpose, and promoting a sense of team identity and commitment. 
The study by Michaelis, Stegmaier and Sonntag (2009) confirmed the positive effect of 
transformational leadership on followers’ innovation, and specifically of their 
innovation implementation behaviour. The literature has also suggested a positive 
relationship between transformational leadership and innovative in an organisation (Lee 
2008). Gumusluoglu and Ilsev (2009) identified a positive association between 
transformational leadership and innovation at individual and organisational levels. In 
addition, the literature has indicated that leader–member exchange and employees’ 
innovative behaviour are related (Scott & Bruce 1994; Wang et al. 2015). Using a 
survey of 388 manufacturing employees in China, Zhou et al. (2014) found authentic 
leadership is significantly related to employees’ innovative behaviour.  
The literature on hotels and resorts in Australia and Iran as yet lacks sufficient empirical 
investigation of leadership qualities that encourage and motivate employees’ 
innovation. To address this gap, the following research question was formulated: 
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Research Question 3: In what ways, if any, do perceived leadership behaviours 
influence employees’ innovation in Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts?  
2.9.2 Leadership, an Organisational Climate Supportive of Innovation and 
Employees’ Creativity and Innovation 
An organisational climate supportive of change promotes consideration of new ways to 
work, provides employees with signals that encourage them to take initiatives, and 
supports the development of new ideas and suggestions (Isaksen et al. 2001; West et al. 
2003). The climate shapes employees’ perceptions of what the organisation expects, of 
certain behaviours and outcomes (Scott & Bruce 1994). This idea is supported by 
empirical work: that individuals’ creative endeavours are influenced by the conditions 
and characteristics of their work environment (Hunter, Bedell & Mumford 2007; West 
& Sacramento 2012). The innovative climate has been highlighted in the literature 
because of its critical role in defining employees’ creativity (Jaiswal & Dhar 2015). 
Using a survey of 983 Hong Kong hotel industry employees, Wong and Ladkin (2008) 
concluded that establishing a creative working environment acts as a job-related 
motivator, which enhances employees’ creativity. According to their findings, setting 
encouraging policies and procedures, providing training and development programs for 
employees to be creative, supporting change and risk taking, and appreciating good 
ideas all influenced creative behaviour among the employees, who perceived their work 
environment as promoting change and creativity. Denti and Hemlin (2012) have 
similarly proposed that organisational support encourages individuals to engage in 
creative practices.  
The literature also indicates that contextual factors such as organisational climate may 
influence the relationship between leadership and certain behavioural outcomes (Liao & 
Chuang 2007; Michaelis, Stegmaier and Sonntag 2009; Porter and McLaughlin 2006; 
Wong & Ladkin 2008). House and Javidan (2004) asserted that the effectiveness of 
leadership was a function of leadership behaviours and contextual factors within an 
organisation. Similarly, Shamir and Howell (1999) posited that organisational 
situational factors should be taken into account when studying leadership, since they 
might influence the effect of leadership. As an example of this, Wang and Rode’s 
(2010) study, using a survey of 283 supervisor–subordinates dyads from a wide range of 
organisations located in southern USA, found that the 3-way interaction of 
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transformational leadership, identification with the leader and a climate for innovation 
was associated with employee creativity.  
This thesis explores how an organisational climate supporting employees’ problem 
recognition and idea generation may enhance the influence of leadership qualities on 
employees’ creative behaviour. As discussed, an innovative organisational climate 
shapes employees’ perceptions that the organisation values and even expects innovative 
behaviour (Scott & Bruce 1994; Wang et al. 2013). In situations where leadership 
qualities act in line with organisational values by offering support and promoting 
creative performance, employees may respond more favourably to their leaders because 
they interpret creativity as an organisation mission and strategic priority (Charbonnier-
Voirin, Akremi & Vandenberghe 2010). The study by Wang et al. (2013), using a 
survey of 181 employees from Chinese organisations (e.g. automobile, health care, 
information technology) provided support for the idea that the impact of 
transformational leadership on creativity was dependent on the organisation’s 
innovative climate; they concluded that integrating leadership and organisational 
climate improves employees’ creativity. Shamir and Howell (1999, p. 279) stated, ‘The 
study of leadership needs to reflect not only leaders’ personal characteristics and 
behaviours, but also the situational factors which influence leadership emergence and 
effectiveness’.  
The literature has also suggested that organisational climate enhances the relationship 
between leadership and employees’ innovation (Eisenbeis, van Knippenberg & Boerner 
2008; Jung, Chow & Wu 2003; Liao & Chuang 2007; Michaelis, Stegmaier & Sonntag 
2009). Jung, Chow and Wu (2003) in a study of 32 Taiwanese organisations from the 
electronics and telecommunications industry, investigated whether a climate supportive 
of innovation raised the positive effect of transformational leadership on organisational 
innovation. In a later study (2008), they investigated whether the correlation of CEOs’ 
transformational leadership and organisational innovation is mediated by a climate of 
support for innovation. At the team level, Eisenbeis, van Knippenberg and Boerner 
(2008) found the association between transformational leadership and team innovation 
is mediated by support for innovation and moderated by a climate for excellence. Wang 
and Rode (2010) found that the hypothesis that the transformational leadership–
employee creativity linkage would be weaker in a high innovative climate was rejected, 
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and indicated that the 3-way interaction of transformational leadership, identification 
with the leader and a climate for innovation was related to employees’ creativity. 
Michaelis, Stegmaier and Sonntag (2009) indicated that if employees had a strong 
perception that the climate encouraged initiative, self-starting, and proactive and 
persistent approaches toward their work, this moderated the relationship between 
transformational leadership and the employees’ innovation implementation behaviour.  
Innovative climate is the extent to which an organisation supplies resources for 
innovative outcomes, and supports change and member’s diversity (Scott & Bruce 
1994), which facilitates applying new ideas within the organisation (Somech & Drach-
Zahavy 2011). To be effective, leadership behaviours should interact with the relevant 
organisational contextual influences (Charbonnier-Voirin, Akremi & Vandenberghe 
2010). This thesis considers the moderating role of an organisational climate supportive 
of innovation to provide a more precise understanding of the relationship between 
leadership and employees’ creativity and innovation. Mumford et al. (2002) highlighted 
the lack of empirical research in the literature incorporating contextual influences on the 
relationship between leadership and innovation. A review of the available literature 
shows that organisational support, openness, autonomy and risk-taking enhance 
innovation by providing the required foundation and environment (Hunter, Bedell & 
Mumford 2007; Mumford et al. 2002) to facilitate the influence of leadership on 
follower’s innovative behaviour (Scott & Bruce 1994; Jung, Wu & Chow 2008).  
This discussion led to the formulation of Research Questions 4 and 5 to investigate the 
influence of organisational climate supportive of innovation on the association between 
leadership and employees’ creativity and innovation. The answers may provide a better 
understanding of how employees’ perceptions of their organisational climate as 
supportive of innovation may enhance the effect of leadership on employees’ creativity 
and innovation in Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts. 
Research Question 4: In what ways, if any, do employees’ perceptions of an 
organisational climate supportive of innovation moderate the relationship between 
perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ creativity in Australian and Iranian 
hotels and resorts? 
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Research Question 5: In what ways, if any, do employees’ perceptions of an 
organisational climate supportive of innovation moderate the relationship between 
perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ innovation in Australian and Iranian 
hotels and resorts? 
2.9.3 Leadership, Personal Initiative and Employees’ Creativity and Innovation 
Employees with a high level of personal initiative are likely to be more proactive and 
persistent in addressing problems and deficiencies (Frese & Fay 2001). Several scholars 
have argued that the concept of personal initiative is relevant to creativity and 
innovation (Binnewies, Ohly & Sonnentag 2007; Miron, Erez & Naveh 2004, Ohly, 
Sonnentag & Plunket 2006, Unsworth and Parker 2003). Aspects of personal initiative 
lead individuals to go beyond their job descriptions, translating identified gaps and 
shortcomings into extra-role goals and proactively scanning the environment for 
information to generate new solutions and ideas (Binnewies, Ohly & Sonnentag 2007; 
Frese & Fay 2001; Frese et al. 1996). Binnewies, Ohly and Sonnentag (2007) concluded 
that personal initiative works as a ‘motivational promoter’, enhancing the relationship 
between problem identification and idea preparation, and directly influencing creativity.  
Personal initiative has been found to directly and indirectly influence individual 
innovation (Michaelis, Stegmaier & Sonntag 2009; Miron, Erez & Naveh 2004). The 
proactive and persistence elements of personal initiative result in individuals taking a 
long-term approach to the application of new ideas (Frese & Fay 2001). Miron, Erez 
and Naveh (2004) found that initiative plays a crucial role in transforming ideas into 
innovative practices, and that innovative performance is influenced by the interaction of 
initiative and creativity; their study concluded that in low innovative organisational 
culture, only individuals with high levels of initiative can achieve innovative outcomes. 
In such conditions innovation is considered to exploring unfamiliar districts of 
organisation (Amabile et al. 1996; Ford 1996) where the level of risk and failure is 
likely to be high: in these circumstances the employees’ persistence and engagement 
may be required to overcome barriers and implement successful innovations 
(Binnewies, Ohly & Sonnentag 2007). Hakanen, Perhoniemi and Toppinen-Tanner 
(2008), based on a two-wave thee-year panel study of 2555 Finnish dentists, 
demonstrated that personal initiative is positively related to work engagement, which in 
turn influences work innovativeness. Levitt (2002) argued that creativity (idea 
 63 
exploration and idea generation) is not enough to make changes: initiative is required to 
make the effort to mobilise resources and apply ideas. Denti and Hemlin (2012), after a 
review of 30 empirical studies addressing the topic of leadership and innovation, 
suggested that the concept of personal initiative is relevant to leadership and innovation; 
they also proposed that at the individual level, personal initiative may be a mediator 
between leadership and innovation.  
According to innovation theories such as componential and interactionist theory 
(Amabile et al. 1996; Woodman, Sawyer & Griffin 1993), creativity is the outcome of 
person–situation interaction, an interaction of personal characteristics and 
environmental elements. This thesis suggests that employees with high levels of 
personal initiative are more likely to respond positively to leadership practices 
encouraging creativity and innovation since they already have a goal-oriented, proactive 
and persistent approach toward pursuing organisational goals. This proposition is 
supported by Michaelis, Stegmaier and Sonntag’s (2009) study of the employees of a 
German multinational automotive corporation, which indicated that a climate for 
initiative moderates the relationship between transformational leadership and 
employees’ innovation implementation behaviour. The construct of a climate for 
initiative is based on the concept of personal initiative (Frese et al. 1996, 1997). 
Michaelis, Stegmaier and Sonntag’s (2009) findings based on a survey of 198 
participants supported the idea that those employees who perceive the climate to be 
highly favourable to initiative will reply more strongly to leader behaviours. Despite the 
importance of the role that personal initiative plays in regard to creativity and 
innovation, empirical studies addressing this topic are few; therefore, this thesis has 
developed Research Questions 6 and 7 with the objective to better understand the 
impact of personal initiative on the association between leadership and employees’ 
creativity and innovation in Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts.  
Research Question 6: In what ways, if any, does personal initiative moderate the 
relationship between perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ creativity in 
Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts? 
Research Question 7: In what ways, if any, does personal initiative moderate the 
relationship between perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ innovation in 
Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts? 
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2.10 Development of Research Theoretical Framework 
2.10.1 Theoretical Foundation of Framework 
Amabile (1997), Amabile et al. (1996) and Woodman, Sawyer and Griffin (1993) gave 
a critical role to work environment or context in their creativity and innovation models. 
The interactionist model (Woodman, Sawyer & Griffin 1993) stresses the importance of 
the person and the situation interaction, and also the interplay between different levels 
of organisation, to understand creative performance. A review of the literature shows 
that, following these conceptualisations, individual differences (e.g. knowledge, skills, 
behaviours) and the influences of social contexts (e.g. culture, climate, leadership, 
network diversity, structure) have been examined to predict creativity and innovation in 
different domains (Gong et al. 2012; Oldham & Cummings 1996; Perry-Smith & 
Shalley 2003; Somech & Drach-Zahavy 2011; Unsworth & Parker 2003). Another 
study that contributed to the theoretical background of this thesis is that of Scott and 
Bruce (1994), who developed an integrating framework that combines important factors 
of individual attributes (problem-solving style), work group characteristics (quality of 
team-member exchange), and leadership (leader–member exchange, leader role 
expectations) influencing individual innovative behaviour.  
Leadership is an important organisational contextual factor shaping social and work 
environment, found to predict individual, group and organisational creativity and 
innovation in different contexts (Amabile et al. 2004; Mumford & Licuanan 2004; 
Rosing et al. 2011). The literature has demonstrated that leaders influence creativity and 
innovation in different ways, by enhancing follower’s intrinsic motivation (Jung, Chow 
& Wu 2003), articulating an inspiring vision (Gupta & Singh 2013; Jong & Hartog 
2007, Lee 2008), providing support (Cheung & Wong 2011), developing a relationship 
based on trust and respect (Volmer, Spurk & Niessen 2012), empowering and sharing 
decision-making (Krause 2004; Slåtten, Svensson & Sværi 2011; Somech 2006), 
delegating (Krause, Gebert & Kearney 2007), and promoting high ethical standards 
(Valentine et al. 2011). Despite agreement that leaders are important in motivating 
individual innovative behaviour, little research has explored the qualities of leadership 
relevant to achieving this. Several scholarly studies that address the topic of leadership 
and innovation investigated the influence of theory-based leadership models, developed 
to determine performance or organisational outcomes other than innovation (Jong & 
Hartog 2007, Mumford & Licuanan 2004). This thesis inspired to address this gap in the 
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literature by investigating leadership qualities that are likely to influence employees’ 
creativity and innovation in an exploratory mixed-method study. Considering that 
leadership is a context-based phenomenon (Mumford & Licuanan 2004), it is important 
to develop a comprehensive approach in order to study leadership for innovation in the 
context of hotels and resorts in Australia and Iran.  
In addition, this thesis addresses the impact of climate at the organisational level and 
initiative at the individual level on employees’ creativity and innovation. The 
organisational climate defines the norms and procedures in the organisation (Amabile et 
al. 1996; Scott & Bruce 1994) related to creativity and innovation (Charbonnier-Voirin, 
Akremi & Vandenberghe 2010; Gumusluoglu & Ilsev 2009; Wong & Ladkin 2008). 
Employees’ perception that the organisational climate supports and promotes creativity 
and innovation influences their innovative behaviour (Jaiswal & Dhar 2015; Lin & Liu 
2012; Wang et al. 2013), and their response to leadership practices that promote 
creativity and innovation (Eisenbeiss et al. 2008; Jung, Chow & Wu 2003; McMurray et 
al. 2013; Michaelis, Stegmaier & Sonntag 2009). Personal initiative is an individual-
level behavioural construct relevant to problem recognition, idea generation and 
implementation (Binnewies, Ohly & Sonnentag 2007; Miron, Erez & Naveh 2004; 
Ohly, Sonnentag & Pluntke 2006). Personal initiative acts as a motivational promoter: 
individuals with high levels of personal initiative demonstrate high levels of 
engagement in generating creative ideas and idea promotion (Binnewies, Ohly & 
Sonnentag 2007) and high innovative behaviour (Hakanen, Perhoniemi, Toppinen-
Tanner 2008; Miron, Erez & Naveh 2004), and respond favourably to leadership that 
motivates creativity and innovation (Michaelis, Stegmaier & Sonntag 2009) since it is 
consistent with their self-directed impulse to address organisational problems 
proactively and persistently.  
This thesis also distinguishes employees’ creativity and innovation in its conceptual 
framework and analysis. Innovative behaviour has been theorised as a multi-
dimensional process consisting of different sets of behavioural activities (Dorenbosch, 
van Engen & Verhagen 2005; Janssen 2000; Jong & Hartog 2010; Scott & Bruce 1994), 
representing two main phases: creativity (idea generation) and innovation (idea 
implementation). However, scholarly studies have mostly considered only one phase of 
innovative behaviour (e.g. creativity or innovation implementation) in their empirical 
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analyses (Amabile et al. 2004; Volmer, Spurk & Niessen 2012; Zhang, Tsui & Wang 
2011). Considering that creativity is an input and foundation of innovative performance 
(Amabile et al. 1996; Slåtten, Svensson & Sværi 2011), examining the predictors of 
innovative behaviour in only one phase of this process limits our knowledge. For 
example, Jong and Hartog (2007), in an exploratory study using in-depth interviews 
with managers and entrepreneurs in knowledge-intensive service firms to identify 
different leadership behaviours that influenced employees’ creativity and innovation, 
found that aggregating creativity and innovation or focusing only on one element would 
not allow the researchers to characterise the particular leadership behaviours that were 
beneficial at each stage. It is better to keep creativity and innovation separate to 
understand more fully the differences in regard to leader behaviours encouraging 
creativity and innovation (Jong & Hartog 2007; Mumford & Licuanan 2004). This 
thesis follows Axtell et al. (2000), who argued that the two aspects of innovative 
behaviour, suggestion and implementation, should be distinguished in conceptualisation 
as well as in the measurement model. This approach assists the investigation of the 
influence of the proposed conceptual framework on each phase of innovative behaviour 
and allows a broader understanding of how employees’ creativity and innovation may 
be enhanced. The outcome of this thesis will be beneficial for the literature and for the 
measurement of innovative behaviour.  
2.10.2 Research Conceptual Framework 
The literature review presented earlier in this chapter provided the background from 
which to develop the thesis research framework, considering the conceptualisation of 
different factors and their relationship with employees’ creativity and innovation in the 
organisation. Figure 2.1 presents the research framework of this thesis.  
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Figure 2.1 Proposed research conceptual framework 
Source: author  
The proposed research framework includes five factors: leadership, an organisational 
climate supportive of innovation, personal initiative, employees’ creativity and 
employees’ innovation. Leadership (an independent variable) is proposed to influence 
employees’ creativity (a dependent variable) and employees’ innovation (a dependent 
variable) in Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts. An organisational climate 
supportive of innovation and of personal initiative (moderators) are proposed to 
enhance the impact of leadership on employees’ creativity and innovation in Australian 
and Iranian hotels and resorts.  
To summarise, this thesis aims to explore the influence of leadership on employees’ 
creativity and innovation, and also to examine the moderating role of organisational 
climate at the organisational level, and personal initiative at the individual level, on the 
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relationships between leadership and employees’ creativity and innovation. Past studies 
have identified several factors influencing employees’ innovative behaviour, but the 
proposed research framework has not previously been applied to the context of 
Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts. The five factors of this thesis research 
framework are briefly described below: 
Leadership. Leadership is defined as a process to influence individuals to achieve a 
mutual goal or objective (Jong & Hartog 2007; Northouse 2007). This thesis develops 
the following definition of leadership, which reflects on leader–subordinate interaction 
and how the qualities of leadership influence subordinates to work toward desired goals 
and outcomes:  
Leadership involves the process of influencing, stimulating and encouraging 
subordinates to work collectively toward obtaining shared goals, objectives, or 
desired outcomes. 
As discussed earlier, this thesis considered an exploratory approach to identifying those 
leadership qualities that trigger employees’ creativity and employees’ innovation in the 
context of Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts. The exploratory research design 
contributes to the existing literature by shedding light on the dimensions of leadership 
for creativity and innovation purposes;  
Organisational climate. Organisational climate has been defined as a cognitive 
interpretation of an organisational situation that employees perceive as the 
organisation’s expectations for certain behaviours and outcomes of behaviours (Scott & 
Bruce 1994). The concept of a climate for innovation, developed by Scott and Bruce 
(1994), includes two factors, support for innovation and resource supply. Support for 
innovation refers to the degree to which individuals perceive the organisation as 
supportive of members’ idea generation, change-oriented, and accepting of its 
members’ diversity. Resource supply refers to the degree to which individuals perceive 
the organisation’s resources in terms of humans, finance and time to be sufficient. 
Personal initiative. Personal initiative has been defined as a multi-factor individual-
level behaviour resulting in an individual taking a self-initiated, active approach to work 
beyond the job description (Frese et al. 1996). Personal initiative is characterised by 
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three main aspects: it is self-starting, proactive and persistent. Self-starting refers to 
individuals developing extra goals beyond their prescribed and normal job. Proactivity 
refers to employees having a long-term focus, anticipating future opportunities and 
problems: they respond to the problems effectively and seize the opportunities. 
Persistent refers to employees’ persistence in following goals in occurrence of 
problems, setbacks and barriers; 
Employees’ creativity. Creativity has been defined as the generation and production of 
new and useful ideas (Axtell et al. 2000; Oldham & Cummings 1996), and has two 
dimensions, idea exploration (problem recognition) and idea generation (Dorenbosch, 
van Engen & Verhagen 2005; Jong & Hartog 2010). Idea exploration, or problem 
recognition, occurs at the beginning of a creative process: at this stage individuals seek 
to identify problems or opportunities to improve a current situation (Jong & Hartog 
2010). Idea generation refers to the formulation of new ideas or suggestions to enhance 
the existing products or services or procedures, or to introduce absolutely new business 
developments (Jong & Hartog 2010). 
Employees’ innovation. Innovation is a process that involves the adoption, 
implementation and application of creative ideas or practices within the organisation 
(Axtell et al. 2000; Oldham & Cummings1996) in two dimensions: idea championing 
(idea promotion) and idea implementation (Dorenbosch, van Engen & Verhagen 2005; 
Jong & Hartog 2010). Idea championing, or idea promotion, refers to building a 
coalition of support from appropriate people by introducing the benefits of the 
innovation (Jong & Hartog 2010). Idea implementation refers to applying new ideas by 
developing new products, services or work processes. 
2.10.3 Scope of the Proposed Research Framework 
The following factors define the scope of the proposed research framework: 
 This framework examines organisational climate, personal initiative, employees’ 
creativity and employees’ innovation only as a one-factor construct.  
 This framework examines only the employee’s perceptions of leadership 
behaviours and how they influence employees’ creativity and innovation. 
Similarly, this framework examines only the employees’ perceptions of their 
organisational climate being supportive of innovation.  
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 This research framework focuses on hotels and resorts in Australia and Iran. 
 This study acknowledges that there may be other factors that influence 
employees’ creativity and innovation. In addition, there may be other possible 
moderators of the relationships between leadership and employees’ creativity 
and innovation other than an organisational climate supportive of innovation and 
personal initiative.  
 This study acknowledges the cultural differences between Australia and Iran in 
this investigation; however, the focus of this thesis is on the determinants of 
employees’ creativity and innovation and the relationships between leadership 
behaviours, an organisational climate supportive of innovation, personal 
initiative, employees’ creativity, and employees’ innovation and not on social or 
cultural differences.  
2.11 Chapter Summary 
This chapter has provided a comprehensive review of the literature relevant to the topic 
of this thesis. Innovation in the context of the hotel industry has been reviewed, and the 
importance of employees in this sector being creative and innovative has been 
discussed. Leadership has been defined, followed by a brief overview of past 
approaches to the study of leadership. This chapter has also described how literature 
evolved around the topic of leadership and innovation, and identified gaps. Considering 
the imperative role of organisational contextual factors (a climate supportive of 
innovation) and individual factors (personal initiative) in motivating and enhancing 
creativity and innovation in the workplace, this thesis seeks to bring together the factors 
discussed in this chapter to shed light on how the constructs are related and also how 
they influence employees’ creativity and innovation in hotels and resorts in Australia 
and Iran. Seven research questions have been formulated in order to address the gaps 
identified in this literature review. 
Based on the literature and in response to the research questions, a research framework 
was developed. It includes five factors: leadership (an independent variable), an 
organisational climate supportive of innovation (a moderator), personal initiative (a 
moderator), employees’ creativity (a dependent variable) and employees’ innovation (a 
dependent variable). Relevant innovation theories were presented and discussed prior to 
the development of the conceptual framework. 
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Chapter 3 Research Methodology 
3.1 Introduction 
The purpose of this chapter is to justify and explain the research methodology adopted 
in this thesis. Section 3.2 reviews different research philosophies and discusses the 
research paradigm chosen to supports the development of research design and 
methodology. The research questions in this thesis require data to be collected through 
both qualitative and quantitative methods. This chapter discusses the mixed method 
approach adopted for the thesis, and outlines the steps involved in each stage and the 
objectives to be achieved. There are two main studies involved: the qualitative study 
(Study 1), and the quantitative study (Study 2), which are discussed in terms of design, 
data collection and analysis.  
3.2 Research Paradigm 
Teddlie and Tashakkori (2009, p. 84) defined a paradigm as a ‘worldview with different 
philosophical assumptions associated with that point of view’. Guba & Lincoln (1994, 
p. 107) noted it could be considered ‘a set of basic beliefs that deals with ultimates or 
first principles’, while Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) referred to a paradigm as a 
worldview. The terms ‘worldview’ and ‘paradigm’ assist researchers to recognise the 
philosophical assumptions regarding work and knowledge which guide their inquiries 
(Creswell & Plano Clark 2007).  
Although worldviews share common elements, they have different standpoints. 
According to Guba and Lincoln (1994), three types of question can address the basic 
beliefs that define inquiry paradigms: first the question representing various views on 
the nature of reality (ontology), then the question referring to the relationship between 
the researcher (knowers) and that being researched (what can be known) 
(epistemology), and finally the question regarding the process of research 
(methodology). Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) added two more: the role of values in 
the research (axiology), and the language of research (rhetoric). These stances 
determine the process of conducting and reporting the research (Creswell & Plano Clark 
2007). Worldviews also have been categorised as four types: post-positivism, 
constructivism, advocacy and participatory, and pragmatism (Creswell 2003). Table 3.1 
represents various elements of worldview and their implications for practice.
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Table 3.1 Worldview elements and implications for practice 
World view element Post-positivism Constructivism Participatory Pragmatism 
Ontology (what is the nature 
of reality?) 
Singular reality (e.g., 
researchers reject or fail to 
reject hypotheses) 
Multiple realities (e.g., 
researchers provide quotations 
to illustrate different 
perspectives) 
Political reality (e.g., findings 
are negotiated with 
participants) 
Singular and multiple realities 
(e.g., researchers test 
hypotheses and provide 
multiple perspectives) 
Epistemology (what is the 
relationship between the 
researcher and that being 
researched?) 
Distance and impartiality (e.g., 
researchers objectively collect 
data on instruments) 
Closeness (e.g., researchers 
visit participants at their sites 
to collect data) 
Collaboration (e.g., researchers 
actively involve participants as 
collaborators) 
Practicality (e.g., researchers 
collect data by ‘what works’ to 
address research question) 
 Axiology (what is the role of 
values?) 
 Unbiased (e.g., researchers 
use checks to eliminate bias) 
 Biased (e.g., researchers 
actively talk about their biases 
and interpretations) 
 Negotiated (e.g., researchers 
negotiate their biases with 
participants) 
 Multiple stances (e.g., 
researchers include both biased 
and unbiased perspectives) 
Methodology (what is the 
process of research?) 
Deductive (e.g., researchers 
test a priori theory) 
Inductive (e.g., researchers 
start with participants’ views 
and build up to patterns, 
theories and generalisations) 
Participatory (e.g., researchers 
involve participants in all 
stages of the research and 
engage in cyclical reviews of 
results) 
Combining (e.g., researchers 
collect both quantitative and 
qualitative data and mix them) 
Rhetoric (what is the language 
of research?) 
Formal style (e.g., researchers 
use agreed definitions of 
variables) 
Informal style (e.g., 
researchers write in an 
informal style) 
Advocacy and change (e.g., 
researchers use language that 
will help bring about change 
and advocate for the 
participants) 
Formal and informal (e.g., 
researchers may employ both 
formal and informal styles of 
writing) 
Source: Creswell and Plano Clark (2007, p. 24) 
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Post- positivism is identified with quantitative research approaches and is sometimes 
called positivist research. Within this paradigm, researchers work from theory to 
hypotheses, determine causes that effect outcomes, and focus on variables, empirical 
observation and data collection to verify the theory (Creswell 2003). In the 
constructivism paradigm, which is normally related with qualitative approaches, 
participants’ subjective perspectives shape the researcher’s understanding and 
worldview, based on which the theory is then generated. This paradigm approach is 
bottom-up: individual views define the broader patterns to theory or patterns of meaning 
(Creswell & Plano Clark 2007). Participatory worldview is more related to qualitative 
research than quantitative, and is influenced by political concerns (Creswell & Plano 
Clark 2007); and the participatory paradigm also is collaborative and change oriented 
(Creswell 2003). Its notion of reality is subjective–objective, and it involves knower 
participation in the known through the interaction of four forms of knowing: 
experiential, presentational, propositional and practical (Heron & Reason 1997). The 
fourth worldview, pragmatism, is typically associated with a mixed method approach, is 
pluralistic in nature and real-world oriented in practice. Pragmatism relies on abductive 
reasoning (Table 3.2), moving back and forth between induction (a qualitative 
approach) and deduction (a quantitative approach), transforming observations into 
theories and evaluating these through action (Morgan 2007).  






Connection of theory and 
data 
Induction Deduction Abduction 
Relationships to research 
process 
Subjectively Objectively Intersubjectivity 
Inference from data Context Generality Transferability 
Source: Morgan (2007, p. 71) 
3.2.1 Research Paradigm Choice 
The selection of research paradigm for this study was informed by the proposed 
research questions and objectives. Considering the nature of each paradigm, this study 
adopted the pragmatic approach coupled with mixed methodology. As Tashakkori and 
Teddlie (2003) have pointed out, pragmatism is generally considered the mixed method 
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worldview. Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) have also endorsed pragmatism as an 
appropriate philosophical position for mixed method research, which has elements of 
both quantitative and qualitative research methods in the single study. In this study the 
combination of methodologies assists to better understand the proposed research 
problems (Creswell 2003). A mixed method approach is considered as moving beyond 
quantitative and qualitative approaches, realising the strengths and weaknesses of each, 
and combining them in such a way that approaches complement each other and 
maximise the effectiveness of the model in responding to the research questions 
(Johnson & Onwuegbuzie 2004).  
Creswell and Plano Clark (2007) and Greene, Caracelli and Graham (1989) have 
suggested that researchers can embrace multiple paradigms to address particular 
research problems. In this regard the discussion of paradigms by Creswell et al. (2003) 
indicates that researchers should decide which are most appropriate for their particular 
research questions. For example, an explanatory design is useful with post-positivism 
because of its quantitative emphasis, while researchers conducting exploratory studies 
may apply a constructivist paradigm because of its qualitative emphasis (Creswell & 
Plano Clark 2007).  
According to Doyle, Brady and Bryne (2009), pragmatism philosophical foundation 
guides mixed method researchers to use a variety of approaches to respond to questions 
that cannot be answered by only one. The constructivist approach leads to the use of 
qualitative data to better understand a phenomenon of interest. Semi-structured and in-
depth interviews and thematic data analysis were used in the first phase of this study to 
explore leadership qualities related to employees’ creativity and innovation in 
Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts. One aim of this thesis is to develop a research 
framework drawing on the existing literature to examine the influence of leadership 
qualities on employees’ creativity and innovation, together with the moderating role of 
an organisational climate supportive of innovation and personal initiative in this 
context: its positivist elements led this research to adopt quantitative methodology to 
collect quantitative data and test the proposed relations between variables based on the 
available theories in the literature; its pragmatic stance, however, focuses on the 
research problems and considers all approaches to effectively understand and address 
the research problem (Creswell 2003). The pragmatic viewpoint adopted in this thesis 
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allows for the application of methods that fit together—both the findings and insights 
that emerged from the interviews in the qualitative study and the results from the survey 
provided by the quantitative study informed the findings and contributed to the practical 
and empirical outcomes of this thesis. 
3.3 The Rationale for Mixed Method Research 
A mixed method design or ‘third methodological movement’ after development of 
quantitative and qualitative approaches can provide a better understanding of how to 
address research questions (Tashakkori & Teddlie 2003). The conceptual interest in 
mixed method approaches and the number of scholars adopting this methodological 
movement has been rising (Tashakkori 2009). According to Creswell and Plano Clark 
(2007, p. 175) mixed method research can also ‘improve a study’s persuasiveness, 
because its rhetoric includes both numbers and narrative’.  
There are several reasons to support conducting a mixed method research study. 
According to Green, Caracelli and Graham (1989, p. 259) there are five main purposes 
for combining qualitative and quantitative research methods: 1) triangulation: 
overcoming one method’s limitations as well as enhancing the validity of findings; 2) 
complementarity: enriching and expanding the meaningfulness of one method’s 
findings with the findings of another method; 3) development: results from one method 
informing the use of the other method; 4) initiation: enhancing the depth and 
interpretability of inquiry findings by analysing them from two paradigmatic 
perspectives; and 5) expansion: extending the scope of enquiry by most appropriate 
methods for different inquiries. According to Doyle, Brady and Byrne (2009) 
integrating both qualitative and quantitative methods allows the researcher to offset a 
weakness of one method to draw on the strengths of another. Unexpected findings may 
also be explained by the use of mixed method research for instance, interviews may 
provide insight regarding surprising quantitative findings. Doyle, Brady and Byrne 
(2009) discussed how mixed method research contributes to instrument development in 
such a way that a qualitative study may be undertaken to generate items that result in a 
questionnaire to be used in a quantitative phase of the research. Additionally, mixed 
method research helps the researcher to answer complex research questions that cannot 
be answered by singular method (Creswell & Plano Clark 2007). Creswell et al. (2003, 
p. 165) defined mixed method research as ‘involving the collection or analysis of both 
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quantitative and/or qualitative data in a single study in which the data are collected 
concurrently or sequentially, are given a priority, and involve the integration of the data 
at one or more stages in the process of research’.  
Mixed methods are employed in this study since the phenomenon of leadership 
encouraging and supporting creativity and innovation has mostly been researched using 
quantitative methods, generalising from theory-based models of leadership originally 
developed for performance and effectiveness rather than innovation (Jong & Hartog 
2007; Mumford & Licuanan 2004); as discussed in the literature review, this thesis 
considers an exploratory approach to study the influence of leadership on creativity and 
innovation. There has been also very little use of qualitative methodology to explore 
those leadership qualities that influence employees’ creativity and innovation in 
Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts. In order to contribute to this understanding 
this thesis adds a qualitative approach, interviewing managers from hotels and resorts to 
obtain new insights into how such leaders, supervisors, and managers in this field affect 
organisational members’ innovative behaviour. The qualitative findings, along with 
existing literature, are used to develop a new instrument to measure innovation-
enhancing leadership. The quantitative phase of this thesis not only allows for the 
confirmation of previous studies’ findings on the determinants of employees’ creativity 
and innovation, but also serves as a way to examine the newly developed instrument of 
innovation enhancing leadership.  
Additionally, employing mixed method assists to integrate data from both qualitative 
and quantitative analyses in order to obtain comprehensive findings, and to better 
understand the associations between leadership and employees’ creativity and 
innovation. The main purpose of adopting mixed methodology in this thesis is to 
achieve a more insightful consideration of research problems, and to explore and test 
the different research questions it proposes. The first research question of this thesis 
relates to leadership qualities influencing employees’ creativity and innovation in the 
context of hotels and resorts in Australia and Iran. The following research questions 
investigate the predicted associations between leadership, organisational climate 
supportive of innovation, personal initiative, and employees’ creativity and innovation.  
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3.3.1 Mixed Method Design Approaches 
A fundamental issue in adopting a mixed method approach is how to design the 
qualitative and quantitative studies sequences and how to determine what approach is 
the best to answer the proposed research questions. Creswell et al. (2003) categorised 
mixed method designs based on four criteria: implementation, priority, stage of 
integration and theoretical perspective. According to this classification, mixed method 
designs in general are classified into two main categories: sequential or concurrent 
(Table 3.3). In sequential designs either the qualitative or quantitative data is collected 
in the first phase of the study, followed by the collection of the other data set in the 
second stage. In such a design there are three different approaches: explanatory, 
exploratory and transformative. Concurrent designs are based on the collection of both 
types of data simultaneously; both qualitative and quantitative data are collected during 
the same stage, but priority may be given to one form over the other. The three 
dominant forms of this are triangulation, nested, and transformative designs. 
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Table 3.3 Different approaches of mixed method designs 
Design Type Implementation Priority Stage of Integration Theoretical Perspective 
Sequential Explanatory Quantitative followed by 
qualitative 
Usually quantitative; can be 
qualitative or equal 
Interpretation phase May be present 
Sequential Exploratory Qualitative followed by 
quantitative 
Usually qualitative, can be 
quantitative or equal 
Interpretation phase May be present 
Sequential Transformative Either quantitative followed 
by qualitative or qualitative 
followed by quantitative 
Quantitative, qualitative or 
equal 
Interpretation phase Definitely present (i.e., 
conceptual framework, 
advocacy, empowerment) 
Concurrent Triangulation Concurrent collection of 
quantitative and qualitative 
data 
Preferably equal; can be 
quantitative or qualitative 
Interpretation phase or 
Analysis phase 
May be present 
Concurrent Nested Concurrent collection of 
quantitative and qualitative 
data 
Quantitative or qualitative Analysis phase May be present 
Concurrent Transformative Concurrent collection of 
quantitative and qualitative 
data 
Quantitative, qualitative, or 
equal 
Usually analysis phase; can 
be during interpretation 
phase 
Definitely present (i.e., 
conceptual framework, 
advocacy, empowerment) 
Source: Creswell et al. (2003, p. 179) 
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3.3.2 Sequential Exploratory Mixed Method Design  
Exploratory design is a sequential design where qualitative data collection and analysis 
is conducted first, followed by quantitative study data collection and analysis. The 
purpose can be to use the quantitative phase outcome to interpret the qualitative study 
findings (Tashakkori & Teddlie 2003); researchers may also adopt this design to 
develop an instrument, explore a phenomenon in depth, identify variables, or express 
propositions for examination based on an emergent theory (Creswell & Plano Clark 
2007). One important reason to adopt an exploratory sequential approach is for 
instrument or taxonomy development (Creswell et al. 2003). In this methodological 
approach, priority may be given to the qualitative study and the new developed 
instrument tested in a follow up quantitative stage (Figure 3.1).  
 
Figure 3.1 Exploratory design: instrument development model 
Source: Creswell and Plano Clark (2007, p. 76) 
As discussed earlier in this chapter, some of the aims of this thesis are to contribute to 
the understanding of those leadership qualities influencing employees’ creativity and 
innovation, and to develop a new instrument to measure perceived innovation-
enhancing leadership behaviours. This thesis employs a combination of qualitative and 
quantitative studies in a sequential approach, with the qualitative study conducted first 
to produce initial answers to the research questions and develop a new instrument to 
measure innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours. Figure 3.2 below presents the 
sequences of qualitative and quantitative data collection and analysis employed in this 
thesis to address the research questions.  
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Figure 3.2 Stages of research design  
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3.4 Study 1: Qualitative Study 
This section explains the adoption of the qualitative method to explore innovation-
enhancing leadership by the administration of semi-structured interviews. Semi-
structured interviews were used in this study to gain an understanding of the 
participant’s experiences in the context of the hotels and resorts industry in Australia or 
Iran. Open-ended questions were used to avoid leading interviewees in a certain 
direction, and to allow them to tell their stories without undue researcher influence. The 
main purpose of conducting interviews with hotel and resort managers and supervisors 
was to identify the interviewees’ perspectives and insights in regard to the innovation 
process and the roles of leaders and followers. At this stage the focus was on hotel and 
resort managers and supervisors with leadership experience, who had the knowledge 
and experience of leading people in this context. This phase of study attempted to 
explore the leadership behaviours perceived as influencing subordinates’ creativity and 
innovation in hotels and resorts. The manager’s interpretations of their experiences as 
leaders provided data that could be utilised for the development of a new instrument to 
measure innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours.  
The following sections describe the sampling strategy, the semi-structured interview 
agenda and the data collection procedures, followed by the data analysis procedures. 
3.4.1 Sampling Strategy 
The concept and purpose of sampling varies between quantitative and qualitative 
studies. The primary goal of sampling in a quantitative study is to create a 
representative sample, but in qualitative research the goal is to gain deep understanding, 
new insights and perspectives about issues and relationships in social science; thus most 
qualitative studies employ nonprobability sampling strategies (Neuman 2011). In the 
qualitative stage the relevance of a participant’s information in regard to the 
phenomenon of interest is central (Creswell & Plano Clark 2007; Patton 2002).  
Purposive sampling was used in Study 1 (qualitative) to ascertain the right people were 
invited to participate. Purposive sampling refers to selecting target groups or specific 
types of people who can provide the desired information (Sekaran & Bougie 2010). The 
recruitment process adopted two main means, convenience and snowball sampling, to 
invite managers and supervisors of hotels and resorts in Australia and Iran to participate 
voluntarily in the exploratory semi-structured interviews. Convenience sampling is 
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popular during the exploratory phase of research as it is often the best way to get 
information efficiently (Sekaran 2003). Sekaran (2003, p. 296) noted that when the 
purpose of study is merely to explore and understand a phenomenon, ‘a convenience 
sample is almost always used’. In snowball sampling the researcher utilises a direct or 
indirect interconnection of people or organisations as referrals to access more cases 
(Neuman 2011).  
According to Neuman (2011), large sample size alone does not provide a representative 
sample. A smaller sample size with an adequate sampling technique is more 
representative than a larger sampling frame with poor design. The sample size for Study 
1 (qualitative) was determined by the quality of interviews and information obtained 
from the interviews. According to Sekaran and Bougie (2010), it is impossible to 
predict the number of participants at the beginning of such a study; the normal rule in 
qualitative research is to proceed with sampling until no new information or insights are 
being produced. Sekaran (2003) explained that given the in-depth nature of qualitative 
studies, intensive examination of all factors is not possible, so such studies often use 
relatively small samples.  
In Study 1, the quality of information achieved from the interviews and the saturation of 
data determined the required number of participants. Strauss and Corbin (1998) 
explained that saturation is reached when no relevant data or new information seem to 
emerge. In total, ten exploratory semi-structured interviews were conducted, seven with 
managers or supervisors of Australian hotels and resorts and three with their Iranian 
counterparts. Although no significant new concepts or insights emerged after the fifth 
interview, the extra five interviews added weight and provided richer references to the 
explored themes. 
The sampling frame recruited from three main sources in Australia: the Australian 
government website (Australia.gov.au), tourism and travel directory, and relevant 
professional associations in each territory (e.g. aha.org.au; hmaa.com.au). The sampling 
frame was developed from two main sources in Iran: the Iranian Society of Hoteliers 
(http://hoteldaran.com/), and Iran’s Cultural Heritage, Tourism and Handicrafts 
Organisation (http://www.ichto.ir/).  
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The data collection at this stage commenced with a list of hotels and resorts from the 
database of relevant associations in Australia and Iran that included name, star rating, 
address, general contact details and the managers’ contact details (if provided). Each of 
the hotels or relevant associations identified from these sources were contacted by e-
mail or phone, or in person when this was practical for the researcher. Those who 
responded were asked for contacts to managers/supervisors, and the researcher then 
made direct contact with this pool of potential interviewees to introduce the aim of the 
research and invite them to consider voluntary participation in Study 1. Although the 
initial plan was to interview managers and supervisors from different locations in 
Australia and Iran, all the participants in Australia were from Melbourne (7) and in Iran 
1 each was from Tehran, Mashhad, and Shiraz, some of the major tourist cities of Iran.  
3.4.2 The Instrument: Semi-structured Interview 
One method of data collection is to interview participants to gain new information and 
perspectives. The interview can be face-to-face, by telephone, or online (Sekaran 2003). 
The interviews conducted as part of this research were semi-structured, and open-ended. 
A structured interview involves asking predetermined and similar questions from each 
participant (Sekaran 2003), but unstructured interviews allow the researcher to establish 
areas of discussion based on preliminary issues that need further investigation (Sekaran 
& Bougie 2010). A semi-structured interview that falls between structured and 
unstructured interviews includes open-ended questions, which allow the interviewer to 
gather information about pre-identified topics and to explore emerging new topics and 
issues (Wilson 2013).  
The interview agenda began with a general question about the respondent’s role in the 
hotel/resort and her/his experience in the industry. As creative and innovative practices 
in this industry are of major importance for this study, the next questions addressed the 
nature of innovative practices in the hotel/resort. The main purpose of Study 1 was to 
explore leadership behaviours associated with employees’ creativity and innovation. 
Participants were prompted to describe the role of leadership in innovative practices and 
to share their ideas about how certain leadership behaviours encouraged or hindered 
creativity and innovation. The questions regarding leadership and innovation started 
with general questions to open up new theoretical insights, and became more specific 
toward the end of the interview. They were designed in a way that addressed both stages 
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of innovative behaviour, namely idea generation and implementation. In order to obtain 
more information about barriers that affect the innovativeness of hotels/resorts, the 
respondents were asked questions about obstacles to innovation in their respective 
industry. The last interview question was designed to provide an opportunity for 
respondents to openly discuss their personal experiences and perspectives about how 
hotel/resort managers can support innovative practices and endeavours. The following 
are samples of the interview questions: 
 the types of creativity and innovation practice in the hotel/resort that the interviewee 
is currently working in  
(e.g. I would like to know about innovation practices in your hotel/resort, could you 
please tell me about an example of these practices here?)  
 the role of employees in creativity and innovation practices  
(e.g. How were employees involved in these practices?) 
 the leadership qualities, behaviours and practices relevant to employees’ creativity 
and innovation  
(e.g. How do you as a leader encourage generating ideas and suggestions for 
innovation here?)  
 how managers/supervisors encourage and support employees’ creativity and 
innovation  
(e.g. How do you deal with the situation when colleagues and staff make a new 
suggestion that you think is ‘useful’?). 
In this regard the researcher encouraged the interviewees to talk about their attitudes, 
characteristics, behaviours, qualities and practices as a leader, and to share their insights 
into the concept of leadership in their industry. The aim of this qualitative phase in this 
research was to answer Research Question 1: What is the nature of the leadership 
qualities that stimulate employees’ creativity and innovation in the hotel and resort 
industry? 
 Pilot study of semi-structured interviews 
In order to review the appropriateness of interview questions, a pilot study was carried 
out at the School of Management, RMIT University. The aim was to assess the 
relevance, language transparency and validity of the questions. Two academic members 
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of the School of Management reviewed the questions, and these were amended to 
improve interview structure, and the clarity and relevance of the questions to the field of 
research. In order to check the ability of the researcher to manage interviews 
successfully and effectively, rehearsal interviews were conducted at the University, 
which allowed the researcher to practice her interview skills. The final interview 
protocol and questions are provided in Appendix E. 
3.4.3 Data Collection 
The first contact with respondents was established in September 2013. Each respondent 
who indicated interest in participating in the interview was contacted personally to 
schedule the time and date for the interview. The location was selected by the 
respondent, to ensure a comfortable and relaxed atmosphere. All the interviews in 
Australia except one were conducted in on site, in a meeting room, café or lobby. The 
interviews ran between 30 minutes and one hour. One participant from Australia and all 
three Iranian participants requested an interview by telephone during their working 
time. The telephone interview protocol was developed in such a way to leave space for 
making notes about essential data (Creswell & Plano Clark 2007). To provide an 
environment in which interviewees could express their ideas and experiences with peace 
of mind, they all were assured of the confidentiality and privacy of their responses.  
The number of interviewees from Iran was fewer than from Australia as the researcher 
had insufficient time and resources to travel to Iran. To compensate, the researcher tried 
to conduct longer interviews with the Iranian participants, and each of these interviews 
took between one and two and a half hours. The interview questionnaire for these 
respondents was translated into Farsi, the native and official language of Iran. All items 
were translated by the researcher, who is a native speaker of Farsi, the items were then 
back-translated into English by a certified English–Farsi translator to evaluate the 
accuracy of the translation. An industry expert fluent in both languages reviewed the 
translated version of the questionnaire to ascertain the questions were understandable 
and clear.  
3.4.4 Data Analysis 
According to Neuman (2011), the analysis of qualitative data includes organising the 
raw data into categories based on emerging themes and concepts. In this thesis the 
qualitative analysis of was based on the phases of thematic analysis discussed by Braun 
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& Clark (2006) and Gioia and Thomas’ (1996) categorical analysis model to enhance 
the validity of analysis.  
The first stage of analysis commenced by listening to the recorded interviews, and 
reading the extensive notes developed immediately after each telephone interview. This 
helped the researcher to obtain a fundamental understanding of the important elements 
discussed in each interview. Since the data gathered in this study included verbal 
language, the interview content was transcribed to conduct a thematic analysis. 
Although transcription is time consuming, Braun and Clark (2006) have argued that the 
time spent in transcription is not wasted as it enhances the researcher’s understanding 
and interpretation of data; they have also suggested that the transcribed data be checked 
against the original audio recording to confirm their accuracy. Similarly, Bird (2005) 
has argued that within the qualitative research agenda the data transcription process is a 
key phase. The researcher transcribed and typed the data personally. The data were read 
through several times to clearly determine the general sense of information and the 
overall interpretation, and to check the accuracy of the transcripts. The data gathered 
from Iran was in Farsi, translated to English and back into Farsi by the researcher to 
ascertain the accuracy of interpretations. All three interviewees from Iran were native 
Farsi speakers who were also fluent in English. Follow-up phone calls were made upon 
each interviewee’s approval in order to clarify terms emerging in the interview and also 
to confirm the researcher’s understanding of respondent’s perspectives. 
After obtaining a general understanding of data, the coding process was commenced to 
analyse the data in detail, and to organise the material into concepts or themes. 
According to Sekaran and Bougie (2010), coding is an analytical, iterative process that 
assists the researcher to reduce, rearrange and integrate the data to define a theory. 
Sekaran and Bougie (2010) defined categorisation as the process of classifying coding 
units. Following Gioia and Thomas’ (1996) model the data were analysed to identify 
and group emerging concepts and terms (first-order codes). The terms that evolved at 
this stage represented the perspectives of individuals and were supported by 
interviewees’ quotations as evidence. The interviewee’s quotations were also recorded 
for use in the scale development process (Chapters 4 and 5). Creswell and Plano Clark 
(2007) have suggested that in exploratory mixed method research, significant quotes 
can help the researcher to develop instrument items. The important concepts and themes 
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extracted from the qualitative data were related to two main classifications: types of 
innovation in the hotels and resorts sector, and leadership behaviours related to 
employees’ creativity and innovation. 
The next stage involved developing themes based on the overlapping concepts and 
terms that evolved from the first stage (second-order codes). The themes derived from 
the analysis of the data were also compared with existing literature and theories. Labels 
for the themes were developed either by using general labels or with reference to 
existing literature. The identified themes were reviewed by going back and forth 
between the interview data and the emerged themes to make sure all significant issues 
had been taken into consideration. Patton (2002) suggested that reviewing the data is 
imperative to ascertain the accuracy of interpretation. After checking the developed 
themes and interview data several times, categories were developed to distinguish the 
identified themes (Figure 3.3).  
A comprehensive cross-reference list developed by the researcher based on the literature 
related to the major topics of this study (leadership, creativity, innovation, hotel 
industry innovation). At this stage the literature was used background material for the 
research (Strauss & Corbin 1990). To develop new categories and make sure of the 
suitability of interpretation, information and insights emerging from the interviews as 
well as from the literature were used in a back-and-forth process between data and 
theories. This process informed the last stage by aggregating the second-order themes 
into categories. Chapter 4, which presents the qualitative findings, elaborates on the 
identified categories of innovative practices in hotels and resorts, and on how the 
literature and the interview data were integrated to develop the broad categories and 
dimensions of innovation enhancing leadership behaviours. Chapter 5, which deals with 
scale development, describes how the qualitative data of this thesis informed the 
development of a new instrument to measure innovation enhancing leadership 




Figure 3.3 Progression of categorical analysis 
Source: adapted from Gioia and Thomas (1996) 
3.5 Study 2: Quantitative Study 
This thesis aims to investigate the extent to which innovation-enhancing leadership 
behaviour is associated with employees’ creativity and innovation, and to examine the 
moderating role of a supportive organisational climate. The main purpose of conducting 
Study 2 (the Quantitative phase), was to evaluate the relationships between proposed 
factors by collecting data through structured web-based questionnaire surveys which 
allowed the researcher to collect a large amount of data from different geographical 
locations at the same time. Study 2 consisted of a pre-test and pilot test, and the main 
study. The pre-test and pilot study were conducted to evaluate the internal consistency, 
reliability and validity of the questionnaire before the main study commenced. The aim 
of this quantitative phase was to answer the following research questions as outlined in 
Chapter 1: 
Research Question 2: In what ways, if any, do perceived leadership behaviours 
influence employees’ creativity in Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts?  
Research Question 3: In what ways, if any, do perceived leadership behaviours 
influence employees’ innovation in Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts?  
Research Question 4: In what ways, if any, do employees’ perceptions of an 
organisational climate supportive of innovation moderate the relationship between 
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perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ creativity in Australian and Iranian 
hotels and resorts? 
Research Question 5: In what ways, if any, do employees’ perceptions of an 
organisational climate supportive of innovation moderate the relationship between 
perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ innovation in Australian and Iranian 
hotels and resorts? 
Research Question 6: In what ways, if any, does personal initiative moderate the 
relationship between perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ creativity in 
Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts? 
Research Question 7: In what ways, if any, does personal initiative moderate the 
relationship between perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ innovation in 
Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts? 
3.5.1 Sample and Sampling Strategy 
The target population of this thesis includes 3-, 4-, and 5-star hotels and resorts in 
Australia and Iran. At this stage, in order to obtain a representative sample, the 
researcher aimed to assure that all the target population got an equal chance to 
participate in this study. All hotels and resorts graded as 3-star, 4-star, and 5-star, from 
categories including hotels, hotels and resorts, resorts, and boutique hotels, located in 
Australia and Iran, were invited to participate.  
This list was developed from the databases of relevant associations and government 
websites in each country. In Australia 647 qualifying hotels and resorts were identified, 
and 338 in Iran. The researcher sent out 985 initiating emails between April and 
September 2014. Follow-up emails and phone calls also were made during the data 
collection period.  
3.5.2 Sampling Size 
Appropriate sample size is imperative to obtain a representative sample that allows the 
researcher to generalise results to a larger sample (Sekaran 2003). Roscoe (1975) 
provided general rules to determine sample size: it should be larger than 30 and less 
than 500 for most research, and multivariate studies considering multiple regression 
analysis. Hair et al. (2010) suggested the desired ratio level is between 15 to 20 
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observations for each independent variable. Krejcie and Morgan (1970) simplified the 
decision on sample size by proposing a table to determine the required size based on the 
size of the population under study (see also Sekaran & Bougie 2010). In this study, the 
sample size is determined using the table proposed by Krejcie and Morgan (1970) and 
Sekaran and Bougie (2010): the minimum required sample for this study would be 384 
to establish a representative sample sufficient for generalisability. As this study aims to 
assess the validity of an innovation-enhancing leadership behaviour instrument in the 
quantitative stage by conducting factor analysis, a minimum 300 cases would be 
required (Tabachnick & Fidell 2007). A total of 407 online responses were received, of 
which 399 were usable responses: 292 from Australia and 107 from Iran. The 399 
usable responses, indicating a 40% response rate, is beyond the required sample size, 
according to Sekaran and Bougie’s (2010) recommendation. 
3.5.3 Controlling for Common Method Bias 
Scholars have discussed concerns in regard to common method bias, a research problem 
that may affect outcomes (Podsakoff, MacKenzie & Podsakoff 2012; Podsakoff et al. 
2003; Rindfleisch et al. 2008). Podsakoff et al. (2003) regarded common method bias as 
a potential problem in behavioural research. According to Podsakoff, MacKenzie and 
Podsakoff (2012), detrimental effects of common method bias include threats to the 
estimates of construct reliability and validity, and estimates of relationship between two 
different constructs.  
This study adopted various techniques suggested by Podsakoff et al. (2003) and 
Podsakoff, MacKenzie and Podsakoff (2012) to control common method bias. First of 
all, by using clear, easily understood canonise language, the study questionnaire was 
designed to minimise task difficulty for the respondents. A pre-test was conducted 
before administration of the main survey to the pilot group or the main group in order to 
check the clarity, readability, and language of all items. A group of experts and persons 
knowledgeable in this area of research provided feedback, and items were revised or 
eliminated based on the experts’ suggestions. The Iranian version of the questionnaire 
was translated from English to Farsi by the researcher, and translated back into English 
by a certified English–Farsi translator to assure the accuracy of the translation. The 
translated questionnaire was also compared against the English format by two certified 
English–Farsi translators to check the clarity and accuracy. All scale items were labelled 
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instead of just using end points, to reduce any possible confusion, as suggested by 
Podsakoff et al. (2003). The project’s plain language statement explaining the aim of 
the research, how the information would be used, and the benefits of the findings for the 
hotels and resorts sector, were attached to all of the invitation emails (A copy of the 
project plain language statement is provided in Appendix D). A covering letter clarified 
the scope of the research, and maximised the respondents’ motivation to participate by 
explaining how valuable their contribution would be. The project information statement 
also encouraged participants’ honest answers. The reliability of all of the instruments 
assessed during the pilot study and accordingly conducted to enhance the scales 
reliability and internal consistency.  
3.5.4 Data Collection Procedure 
An online self-administered survey available through Qualtrics was used to collect data 
for the pilot study and for the main study, given the geographical distribution of the 
target population. Original contact was made with the identified 3-, 4-, and 5-star hotels 
and resorts in Australia and Iran. An e-mail giving the link to the online survey on 
Qualtrics plus the project information statement were sent out in January 2014 for the 
pilot study and in April 2014 for the main respondents. To encourage a high response 
rate, the researcher sent out e-mail reminders or telephoned reminders. The pilot study 
took one month to complete and 44 useable responses were collected in total. The main 
study was completed in September 2014 with 407 responses, of which 399 were usable.  
Low response rate is a problem that many survey studies suffer from. This study 
implemented different strategies to avoid the problem. First, respondents were assured 
of the confidentiality and anonymity of their answers in both the cover letter of the 
study and the plain language statement. Further, the participants of the first phase of the 
study were managers of hotels and resorts in Australia and Iran, and many sent out 
emails supporting and endorsing this study to their employees and peers.  
3.5.5 The Survey Questionnaires 
The survey questionnaire was developed according to the conceptual framework 
introduced in the literature review. It included 106 questions in six sections for the pilot 
study. The main questionnaire comprised 89 items in six sections after the necessary 
reduction of some measures, to enhance the reliability and validity of the questionnaire. 
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The details of instruments developed and adopted in this study, as well as the outcomes 
of the pre-test and pilot study, will be discussed in Chapter 5.  
This study aims to explore leadership qualities that are likely to influence employees’ 
creativity and innovation by conducting semi-structured interviews. The qualitative 
findings of this thesis are discussed in the following Chapter 4, and the procedure of 
developing a new instrument to measure leadership for creativity and innovation 
purposes is explained in Chapter 5, which will also discuss the other measures either 
adopted or adapted in this study. Chapter 5 provides the details regarding the process 
and outcomes of the pre-test and pilot study, conducted to ensure that the questionnaire 
was clear and understandable, and to enhance the reliability and validity of all measures 
used in this study before administration of the survey to the larger sample.  
The questionnaire contained six main sections: 
 Demographic questions 
 Innovation-enhancing leadership  
 Organisational climate supportive of innovation 
 Personal initiative 
 Employees’ creativity 
 Employees’ innovation 
Demographic questions. The first section of the questionnaire is designed to collect the 
demographic data of the respondents, including gender, age, level of education, 
organisational level, tenure, hotel category, organisation type, and star rating. De Vaus 
(2002) noted that statistical control for certain variables in the analysis stage eliminates 
the influence of these variables on the relationships under the research. Studies have 
suggested that the demographic characteristics of a sample should be controlled for in 
an analysis, because of their relation to creativity (Scott & Bruce 1994; Tierney & 
Farmer 2004; Wang & Rode 2010). For example, Carmeli and Schaubroeck (2007) in 
their study of leaders’ influence on individual involvement in creative work, controlled 
for gender, age, years of education, work domain expertise and tenure, because of the 
possible influence of these on creative behaviour. This research controlled for hotel 
category (hotel, hotel & resort, resort and boutique hotel), organisation type (local 
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chain, international chain, and non-chain) and star rating (3-star, 4-star and 5-star). A 
copy of the survey questionnaire is provided in Appendix G. 
3.6 Data Analysis Approaches and Tools 
Data analyses were undertaken in five principal stages: preliminary analysis, descriptive 
analysis, exploratory factors analysis using SPSS 18.0, confirmatory factor analysis 
using AMOS 18.0, and regression analysis using SPSS 18.0.  
3.6.1 Preliminary Analysis 
As part of the preliminary analysis, following Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) data were 
tested for violation of statistical assumptions. The distribution of data was checked 
using normal probability plots and shown to be normally distributed. Correlation 
matrices and Collinearity statistics were tested to ascertain that the assumptions for 
multicollinearity were not violated. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), a high 
correlation between independent variables, above 0.9, shows the assumption of 
multicollinearity is violated; none of the correlations between independent variables in 
this study exceeded 0.9. Collinearity statistics were also conducted using the variance 
inflation factor, which indicated the assumption of collinearity was not violated. Since 
multiple regression analysis is very sensitive to outliers, the data also checked for 
outliers by examining the box plots; no extreme outliers were detected. This study used 
only an online survey for data collection, which might cause systematic measurement 
errors and consequently inflation or deflation of relationships between variables 
(Craighead et al. 2011). Thus, following Podsakoff et al. (2003), the Harman single-
factor was conducted to evaluate common method bias; the outcome suggested common 
method variance was not an issue in this study.  
3.6.2 Exploratory Factor Analysis  
The main objectives of conducting exploratory factor analysis (EFA) are to identify the 
structure of a set of variables, and to provide a process of data reduction (Hair et al. 
2010). Factor analysis is extensively used in the process of development and evaluation 
of scales as it helps to reduce and refine items before regression analysis (Pallant 2011). 
Conway and Huffcut (2003) have noted that organisational researchers use exploratory 
factor analysis to understand the latent constructs, and to refine the instrument’s scales. 
In this study principal components analysis, considered the most popular extraction 
model (Conway & Huffcut 2003; Pallant 2011) with Varimax rotation was used for 
 94 
factor analysis. The primary concern of principal components analysis is data reduction: 
to obtain the minimum number of factors accounting for the maximum proportion of the 
variance of observed variables (Hair et al. 2010). Varimax rotation, the most popular 
orthogonal rotation, is used to maximise the variance of squared loadings on a factor 
(Conway & Huffcut 2003). This study employed the orthogonal technique because it 
simplifies the factor matrix and facilitates interpretation (Hair et al. 2010), Tabachnick 
and Fidell (2007) have also suggested that the orthogonal technique is easier to interpret 
and report.  
The innovation-enhancing leadership instrument was developed in this study using the 
interview data obtained in the qualitative Study 1 and from the literature of leadership 
and innovation; the constructs of employees’ creativity and innovation were adapted 
using existing creativity and innovative behaviour instruments from the literature, with 
the purpose of using scales that are suitable for this research. For this, it is vital to 
conduct exploratory factor analysis to understand the factor’s structures (Russell 2002). 
According to Gerbing and Anderson (1988), in the scale development process because 
of the absence of adequate detailed theory, exploratory factor analysis serves as crucial 
preliminary analysis to evaluate the construct, and the connection of items to the 
construct. Exploratory factor analysis was conducted individually for each construct in 
this study.  
Factorability of Data and Criteria for Factors Extraction in Exploratory Factor 
AnalysisTwo statistical measures, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling 
adequacy (KMO) and Bartlett’s test of sphericity assisted the researcher to evaluate the 
factorability of data (Pallant 2011). Pallant (2011) recommended KMO 0.6 as the 
minimum acceptable value for good factor analysis (KMO ranges between 0 and 1). 
According to Hair et al. (2010), a statistically significant Bartlett’s test of sphericity (sig 
< .05) suggests sufficient correlations among the variables: data is considered factorable 
when the KMO is above 0.6 and Bartlett’s test of sphericity is significant, below .05 
(Hair et al. 2010).  
To decide how many factors to retain, several criteria were considered following Hair et 
al. (2010): 1) latent root criterion, 2) items’ loading, 3) percentage of variance criterion, 
4) Catell’s scree test criterion. The latent root criterion is the most commonly used 
technique: factors with latent roots (eigenvalues) greater than 1 are considered 
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significant and those with eigenvalues less than 1 are insignificant and must be 
overlooked. Similarly, the Kaiser rule suggests that all components with eigenvalues 
less than 1.0 should be dropped from further analysis (Kaiser 1960). A factor with a low 
eigenvalue has low explanatory importance relative to the variables and therefore can be 
disregarded. Factor loading is the amount of a variable’s total variance accounted for by 
the factor: loadings in the range of .30 to .40 are considered the minimal acceptable 
level for interpretation of structure, and values greater than .50 are considered necessary 
for practical significance (Hair et al. 2010). In this study, items with loadings of less 
than .30 and loaded on multiple factors were removed during EFA. The percentage of 
variance extracted determines the practical significance for the derived factors through 
the cumulative percentage of total variance extracted by factors (Hair et al. 2010). Hair 
et al. (2010) suggested that in social science, a solution that accounts for 60 per cent or 
even less of the variance is satisfactory because of the less precise nature of data. 
Catalle’s scree test is a graphical plot of eigenvalues of the factors to identify a point at 
which a curve changes its direction and becomes horizontal, which is the cut-off point 
(Hair et al. 2010; Pallant 2011); the point at which the plot begins to straighten out is 
used to determine the number of factors to extract.  
3.6.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis  
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is the next step after EFA, to determine the factor 
structure of the data set. According to Russell (2002), CFA is used to evaluate how well 
the hypothesised factor structure fits the observed variables. EFA explores the 
interrelationships among a set of variables, while CFA is a more complex and 
sophisticated technique to examine the hypotheses or theories of variables underlying 
structure (Pallant 2011). In the EFA process, factors are derived from statistical results 
and determine the number of appropriate factors; however, CFA is philosophically 
different, and in this process the researcher examines a theoretical (a priori) pattern of 
factor loadings on specific constructs (Hair et al. 2010). CFA involved developing the 
measurement models using AMOS 18.0, based on the theoretical background which 
characterised the relationships between the latent constructs and the observed items 
representing those constructs, to confirm the measurement theory. CFA also served to 
assess the composite reliability (CR) and average variance extracted (AVE) to establish 
reliability, convergent validity and discriminant validity (Hair et al. 2010). Hair et al. 
(2010) suggested several criteria to establish construct validity: factor loadings should 
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be .50 or higher (ideally .70 or higher), construct reliability should be .70 or higher to 
determine sufficient convergence or internal consistency, AVE should be .50 or higher 
to establish convergent validity, and AVE for two factors should be greater than the 
square of correlation between the two factors to indicate discriminant validity. 
Discriminant validity also can be established when the AVE for each factor is greater 
than the average squared variance. 
Evaluations of Goodness-of-fit  
Confirmatory factor analysis was also conducted to evaluate the goodness-of-fit (GOF) 
of dimensions within each construct. According to Hair et al. (2010), GOF determines 
the fit between the theoretical model and reality through assessment of congruence 
between the estimated covariance matrix (theory) and observed covariance matrix 
(reality). In the process of EFA, all measures established good psychometric properties. 
As suggested by Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), several criteria for GOF can be used to 
evaluate the overall model fit: the goodness of fit index (GFI) (Thadani & Cheung 
2011), the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) (Thadani & Cheung 
2011), the adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI) (Chau & Hu 2001; Thadani & Cheung 
2011), the comparative fit index (Chau & Hu 2001; Hair et al. 2010), the Tucker-Lewis 
index (Hair et al. 2010), and the chi square statistics (Hair et al. 2010). 
Table 3.4 Criteria for a model fit 
Fit Indices Acceptable value Sources 
Absolute Fit 
Goodness of fit index (GFI) 
Root mean square residual 
(RMSEA) 
 
Good fit: values close to 0.9 
Values below 0.1 reflect an 
acceptable fit 
 
Thadani & Cheung (2011) 
Thadani & Cheung (2011) 
Incremental Fit 
Adjusted goodness of fit index 
(AGFI) 
Comparative fit index (CFI) 
 
Tucker–Lewis index (TLI) 
 
Good fit: values > 0.8  
values close to 0.9 
Good fit: values 0.9 and above 
 
Good Fit: values 0.9 and above 
 
Chau & Hu (2001); 
Thadani & Cheung (2011) 
Hair et al. (2010);  
Chau & Hu (2001) 
Hair et al. (2010) 
Parsimony Fit 
Chi square statistics  
 
Reasonable Fit: 1<values < 5 
 
Hair et al. (2010) 
 
3.6.4 Multiple Regression Analysis 
The final statistical procedure employed in this study involves simple, multiple and 
hierarchical multiple regression analysis to examine the relationships between 
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innovation enhancing leadership, an organisational climate supportive of innovation, 
personal initiative, employees’ creativity, and employees’ innovation. Simple regression 
investigates the influence of a single independent variable; multiple regressions 
examine the influence of several independent variables (Hair et al. 2010). The 
relationship strength is determined by a regression coefficient estimating the extent to 
which the independent variable is associated with the dependent variable. Hierarchical 
multiple regression was employed to test the moderating influence of an organisational 
climate supportive of innovation and personal initiative. It examines how the 
relationship between two variables (in this study, independent and dependent variables) 
varies as a function of a third variable called a moderator (Stone 1988). Hierarchical 
multiple regressions was used to test investigate the interactive effects of predictors on 
the dependent variable.  
3.7 Ethical Considerations 
This study followed the Ethics Guideline Procedure suggested by RMIT University in 
the ethics review process. Ethics approval was obtained, in regard to both phases of this 
research (Ethics approval number: 1000496). The RMIT Human Research Ethics 
Committee assessed this research design and methodology, the plain language 
statement, recruitment invitation, semi-structured interview questionnaire, and survey 
questionnaire. The major concern at both phases of this study was to ensure the identity 
and confidentiality of the respondents, that participation in the interviews and survey 
was absolutely voluntary, and that participants could withdraw from participation at any 
time. The ethics approval and plain language statements are provided in Appendixes A, 
B, C and D.  
3.8 Chapter Summary 
This chapter has discussed the methodology, design and approach used in this research. 
The chapter demonstrates a clear understanding of the choice of research paradigm in 
this study and the logic behind adopting an exploratory sequential mixed method 
design. It has summarised the sampling strategy, data collection, analytical tools and 
procedures. Various statistical procedures including primary data analysis, EFA, CFA, 
regression analysis using SPSS and AMOS have been explained, and ethical 
considerations discussed.   
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Chapter 4  Study 1: Qualitative Findings 
4.1 Introduction 
The qualitative data and information were gathered from interviews with managers and 
supervisors of hotels and resorts in Australia and Iran. The purpose of this chapter is to 
describe the patterns of findings from these interviews and provide insights into how 
leaders encourage and support employees’ creativity and innovation. This phase of the 
research was designed to investigate the perceived determinants of employees’ 
creativity and innovation by using exploratory semi-structured interviews which 
explored how leadership influences subordinates’ creative and innovative efforts. The 
collection of the interview data was designed to address the following research 
question:  
Research Question 1: What is the nature of the leadership qualities that stimulate 
employees’ creativity and innovation in the hotel and resort industry? 
This chapter begins by discussing the demographic attributes of the participants. The 
second section describes the key themes that emerged from the interviews, after which 
the emergent categories of innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours and their 
associations with employees’ creativity and innovation are discussed. The next section 
involves a discussion of innovation practices in the hotel industry. The data analysis is 
conducted based on categorisation and theme analysis (Corbin & Strauss 2008; Gioia & 
Thomas 1996). An initial descriptive analysis identified first-order themes and concepts, 
and emergent concepts were grouped to develop broader categories and dimensions of 
innovation-enhancing leadership. The themes derived in this way are supported with 
statements from interviewees to provide complementary evidence.  
4.2 Interviewees’ Attributes 
The sample consisted of ten interviewees from 3-, 4- and 5-star hotels and resorts in 
Australia and Iran. Table 4.1 presents the distribution of the participants.  
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Table 4.1 Interviewees’ attributes  
Category  Number of Participants 
Country  Australia 7 
Iran 3 
Gender Female 3 
Male 7 
Position CEO 1 
Chief Concierge 1 
Front-office Manager 3 
Marketing Manager 1 
Reservation Manager & 
Guest Relations Manager 
1 
Hotel General Manager 3 
Tenure in the present 
organisation 
<1 year 1 
1-3 years 3 
4-7 years 4 
>7 years 2 
Hotel category  Hotel 5 stars 2 
Hotel 4 stars 2 
Hotel & resort 5 stars 1 
Hotel & resort 4 stars 2 
Hotel 3 stars 2 
Boutique hotel 4 stars 1 
Type of organisation  Local chain 4 





4.3 Results and Emergence of Themes  
This section consists of two main parts: identified themes of innovation-enhancing 
leadership behaviours, and identified themes with regard to the categories of innovation. 
This section describes interviewees’ perceptions and experiences of leadership, and is 
organised on how the themes and concepts were developed. The interview data was 
transcribed and examined intensively to identify common categories of meaning. The 
researcher evaluated the emerging concepts based on the number of participants who 
mentioned something about the concept, and the quality of the relationship with 
employees’ creativity and innovation that they described. The themes that emerged 
from the interviews are supported with statements by participants. The information and 
insights emerging from the interviews as well as the literature were used to develop 
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potential categories of innovative leadership. The analysis was based on the 
categorisation in three major phases. The literature at this stage was used as background 
documentation. Initial deep readings of the transcriptions were undertaken to order and 
categorise concepts and terms (first-order concepts). A comprehensive cross-reference 
list was developed by the researcher from the literature related to the major themes of 
this study. Subsequent readings were undertaken to aggregate issues into categories at a 
higher level of abstraction (second-order themes). To develop these new categories and 
make sure of the suitability of interpretation, the literature was used as a reliable 
background source. A back-and-forth process between the interview data and the 
literature ascertained that there were enough references in the literature to support the 
emerging insights. 
The initial analysis in regard to innovation-enhancing leadership resulted in 16 distinct 
dimensions with the potential to influence employees’ creativity and innovation: 
 empowering 
 encouraging freedom and autonomy 
 sharing decision-making 
 encouraging contribution and participation 
 encouraging creative thinking 
 facilitating the implementation of new ideas 
 developing a supportive and positive work environment 
 team-building 
 offering recognition and reward 
 informing and clarifying roles 
 providing performance review and feedback 
 articulating an inspirational vision 
 role-modelling 
 being sensitive to subordinates’ individual needs 
 showing environmental sensitivity 
 being authoritative. 
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4.3.1 Innovation-enhancing Leadership  
The section represents the dimensions of innovation-enhancing leadership found to be 
connected to individuals’ creativity and innovation. The themes and concepts are 
examined and discussed based on the quality of the interviewees’ discussions of them. 
Table 4.2 presents the number of respondents who discussed concepts relevant to each 
dimension of innovation-enhancing leadership that emerged from the interview data.  
Table 4.2 Innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours mentioned by participants 
Dimension of leadership Number of participants 
Empowering 10 (100%) 
Encouraging freedom and autonomy 8 (80%) 
Sharing decision-making 10 (100%) 
Encouraging contribution and participation 7 (70%) 
Encouraging creative thinking 5 (50%) 
Facilitating the implementation of new ideas 6 (60%) 
Developing a supportive and positive work 
environment 
10 (100%) 
Team-building 7 (70%) 
Offering recognition and reward 10 (100%) 
Informing and clarifying roles 5 (50%) 
Providing performance review and feedback 4 (40%) 
Articulating an inspirational vision 4 (40%) 
Role-modelling 7 (70%) 
Being sensitive to subordinates’ individual 
needs 
4 (40%) 
Showing environmental sensitivity 10 (100%) 
Being authoritative 6 (60%) 
 
 Empowering 
This concept was discussed by all interviewees (ten participants) as the most important 
leadership practice to encourage and facilitate subordinates’ creative involvement. In 
essence, empowering reflects leaders’ behaviours that allow subordinates to have 
discretion in handling problems, making decisions and applying them independently 
(Babakus et al. 2003). Gupta and Singh (2013) defined empowering leadership as 
giving followers responsibility to carry out tasks, solve problems and make important 
decisions. Empowering leaders value and support actions initiated by subordinates.  
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The concept of service work has been changed substantially in past years with growing 
competitiveness in the hospitality market (Roy 2011). Employees need to be flexible, as 
immediate decision-making and taking action are required to respond effectively to 
customer problems and demands (Slåtten, Svensson & Sværi 2011). As a case in point, 
an interviewee (case # 5) mentioned:  
One of the important leadership skills in this industry is empowering staff to make 
decisions and take necessary actions on their own. It gives them the freedom to be 
creative in handling the difficult situations. They should be able to add a personal 
touch to policies and procedures as each guest is from a different country, 
background and therefore have different expectations. 
The importance of employees’ self-determination, decision-making power, and ability 
to implement decisions without direct supervision was emphasised by all the 
participants. The role of employees in service industries is of great importance because 
of the interactive nature of service delivery. All the participants mentioned something in 
their discussions about the critical aspect of employees’ work, which is communicating 
the brand philosophy and concept to guests. The interviewees believed that to promote 
employees’ ability to deliver exceptional customer service, empowering and initiating 
leadership is required rather than controlling leadership. 
According to one interviewee (Case # 2),  
Innovation in guest service is of great importance in our hotel. We always try to 
satisfy different customers expectations and make their stay happy and desirable. 
We defined a new program known as ‘Peoplelogy’ that focuses on each individual 
guest satisfaction. Employees are empowered to go beyond normal rules and 
regulations. We encourage the staff to employ their creativity to provide 
individual guest consideration without them realising; for example, once one of 
our staff overheard one of the guests complaining about her room. Therefore, that 
staff used her/his own initiative and arranged a room upgrade to resolve the issue 
before the guest even complains. As a leader in this industry I encourage 
personalised and fresh approach not robotic. 
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Another participant (case # 5) believed that empowering and initiating by leaders 
considerably helped staff to feel self-worth, and to be confident in decision-making and 
implementation: 
Based my experience empowering staff to go beyond written job descriptions and 
making decisions based on their own judgment increases their self-confidence and 
self-worth, and they will be more flexible and creative in their performance based 
on the situation. 
 Encouraging freedom and autonomy 
Providing freedom and autonomy was part of most interviewees’ suggested leadership 
style (eight interviewees). Participants emphasised giving subordinates sufficient 
autonomy to make decisions and deliver high quality services to guests. The dynamic 
role of the leader is not only in supervising staff performance and making sure that 
duties run smoothly, but also in boosting subordinates’ initiative and creativity to think 
out of the box and make appropriate decisions.  
According to interviewees, a major requirement for hospitality organisations to 
overcome market competitiveness is promoting creativity and innovation among their 
people. The participants felt that granting subordinates freedom and autonomy is 
connected to their creativity and innovation. They considered freedom and autonomy to 
be relevant leadership styles in the hospitality industry in order to respond effectively to 
unexpected situations using personal judgment and creativity.  
According to one of the manager interviewees, (Case # 9),  
In this industry, each guest has special needs and demands and customer 
satisfaction cannot be pre-specified. We only can respond effectively by our staff 
creative thinking which requires initiating and definitely granting them substantial 
freedom and authority in making important decisions. 
The interviewees indicated that granting subordinates freedom and autonomy drives 
their desire to explore, challenge, and test new things within their role. Providing this 
freedom gives employees permission to be creative. Such a management style shapes 
the organisational environment by promoting creativity and innovation. More 
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specifically, granting degrees of freedom and autonomy raises employees’ awareness of 
change, and reinforces their conviction of being able to deal with problems on their 
own. 
One interviewee (Case # 10) stated: 
It is very critical to remember that subordinates need to know that their quick and 
appropriate response to resolve the disputes or to improve the situations is 
supported, and encouraged by the leader. Otherwise, they may prefer to just stick 
to the daily regulations and be on a safe side. Providing freedom gives them the 
authority to add their personal touch to the policies and procedures and learn how 
their decisions influence the customers.  
Another interviewee (case #7), added: 
One of my leadership aspects is providing job autonomy, freedom and flexibility 
to support my staff and let them decide how they think they would be able to 
carry out their job effectively within the company policies and procedures. I found 
this approach very useful in motivating subordinates creativity and innovation. 
According to the interview data, the concepts of empowering, and of freedom and 
autonomy, share similarities. The core of these leadership behaviours is to grant 
employees power, flexibility and freedom to take required actions, carry out tasks and 
make decisions. In this thesis, empowering and autonomy are grouped to develop the 
category of empowering leadership behaviour, which is regarded to enhance employees’ 
creativity and innovation. 
 Sharing decision-making 
The concept of shared decision-making was raised by all the interviewees (ten 
participants). According to them, when subordinates are involved in decision-making, 
planning organisational projects, their creative and innovative performance will be 
encouraged. Leaders who shared the power of decision-making with employees were 
believed to develop a supportive and positive working environment within the 
organisation that created harmony between employees’ individual goals and the 
organisational goals.  
 105 
An interviewee who was a chief executive officer (Case # 8) indicated that to encourage 
employees’ innovative behaviour, organisational structure needs to change from 
hierarchical and bureaucratic to a flatter structure that appreciates employees’ 
participation in decision-making. This interviewee stated: 
I have created a new concept for our hotel, which we call the open door policy. In 
the past, employees could not voice their ideas and they did not have convenient 
access to managers and most of the communication were through email. 
Nowadays, we have a flexible and open organisational climate and the managers 
are trying to be approachable and available. My office door is always open to 
subordinates if they have a new idea, suggestion to discuss. All the new projects 
are designed and scheduled after consultations with team members. 
When leaders encourage employees’ participation in making important decisions, 
employees feel they are part of the decision-making and planning system (Jong & 
Hartog 2007). House and Mitchell (1974), as part of their participative leadership 
model, discussed sharing decision-making as a leadership style encouraging employees’ 
effort and performance toward organisational goals. It can be concluded that employees 
become keen to bring ideas to their team or organisation to contribute in achieving 
organisational goals and objectives. One participant claimed that providing the 
opportunity for employees to voice their opinions at organisational level increases their 
idea exploration and generation. Case # 10 mentioned: 
We encourage staff involvement in decision-making process. In order to show 
employees that we are open and interested to hear their opinions, we organise 
monthly meetings to share the power of decision-making with employees. We 
discuss all of the future large movements of the hotel in these meetings and any 
ideas that are noteworthy and applicable would be discussed in the next 
managerial meeting on behalf of the employee. We found this approach very 
useful: not only do we hear more ideas and alternatives, but also it enhances the 
spirit of our teamwork.  
Given the findings of the qualitative Study 1, shared decision-making and employee 
participation in decision-making may be a determinant of idea generation and 
implementation behaviour. Consultations between leaders and subordinates could 
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encourage creativity and innovation in the organisation by enhancing people’s 
involvement and motivation to generate ideas and work for their successful application. 
Jong and Hartog (2007) noted that consulting with employees and considering their 
ideas promotes their creative and innovative performance, as they perceive 
organisational goals as their own goals and priorities. 
 Encouraging contribution and participation 
Seven interviewees discussed the importance of encouraging employees’ to contribute 
to and participate in different hotel practices in order to develop a sense of 
organisational citizenship. When employees feel that they are part of an organisation, 
they will be more effectively involved in organisational processes, which consequently 
enhances their creative and innovative efforts.  
One of the participants (Case # 1), claimed:  
The most effective leadership approach in this industry is motivating and 
supporting employees’ participation, contribution and involvement. It 
considerably increases their endeavour for exploring new ideas to improve 
organisational outcomes. 
As with the concept of shared decision-making, the interviewees emphasised the 
importance of organisational structure in order to make more opportunities and room for 
staff to be part of planning and development. A participant (Case # 9), stated:  
We have been trying to change our organisational structure to a flat organisational 
system. This new flat organisational structure and organisational climate 
supportive of employees’ contribution and participation have enhanced 
significantly new suggestions and resolutions from employees. 
One participant discussed the usefulness of the contribution and participation of 
employees from different levels in organisational change. This interviewee (Case # 2), 
stated:  
In one of our staff monthly meetings, one employee from housekeeping staff 
suggested a brilliant idea. We were looking to practise a new approach in regard 
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to guest satisfaction. That employee suggested designing a ‘card’ with a question 
written on it ‘Are you happy?’ and the direct number of the duty manager. The 
‘Are you happy’ card has given the opportunity to guests to contact the manager 
directly any time that there is something wrong; even if they do not contact the 
manager, they know that we really care about their satisfaction. This amazing 
suggestion has been made by a housekeeping staff just because we have been 
provided with the opportunity to discuss their insightful ideas. 
The outcome of Study 1 revealed that the interviewees believe employees’ participation 
and involvement help to obtain fresh ideas about organisational deficiencies. One way 
for hospitality organisations to be innovative is to benefit from their members’ effective 
participation and contribution.  
 Encouraging creative thinking 
There was shared understanding among all interviewees that innovation is a key to 
success in this business, which is a very competitive international market, and also that 
leaders play a vital role in enhancing creative thinking and facilitating the 
implementation of ideas. Encouraging creative thinking was concerned with displaying 
an interest in subordinates’ suggestions and opinions, motivating employees to think in 
new ways. Half the interviewees directly emphasised the important role of leaders in 
increasing employees’ awareness of problems and deficiencies and encouraging them to 
come up with new ideas and solutions. According to the interviewees, when a desired 
outcome or behaviour is expected of employees, leaders need to direct and encourage 
them clearly toward it. It is important that leaders apply behaviours or approaches that 
directly encourage and influence their follower’s innovative behaviour. One of the 
participants (Case # 2) described that in order to directly influence subordinates’ 
innovative behaviour, they added ‘generating insightful ideas’ to the organisation award 
system. The interviewee mentioned that in this way they directly motivated staff new 
ideas by staff:  
We conduct a Quarterly employee appraisal, there are six main categories of 
award that our team members can be recognised and rewarded for their 
outstanding achievements throughout that period. One of the categories is ‘Bright 
idea award’, which is offered to a team member who provides insightful or novel 
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ideas and/or workable suggestions or solution to improve their department, the 
hotel or service delivery to our guests. The main aim is to encourage team 
members to think out of the box. 
It was suggested by some of the interviewees that when employees know that 
innovation is important and appreciated, they are more likely to show this behaviour. 
Case # 6 mentioned:  
We have suggestion boxes, not only for our customers, but also for our staff, to 
give them the chance to communicate their ideas and suggestions. The main 
purpose is to show how important new ideas are in this company to motivate them 
to share their new ideas. 
The interviewees discussed how leadership behaviours that stimulate followers to think 
in new ways are likely to engage subordinates effectively in creative and innovative 
practices. It was stressed by Case#10 that when leaders support the pursuit of different 
perspectives, procedures and values, subordinates are motivated to reconsider old ways 
of doing things and create new directions. Case # 9 said,  
I increase my staff awareness of problems and encourage them to rethink old 
ways and even consider the solutions that are against our norms, just to give them 
the opportunity to voice the ideas that they may think are useless or not practical.  
It is important that leaders encourage followers’ diversity of opinions even if the new 
ideas are different from the general consensus, because they are more likely to take 
extra effort to generate creative solutions if the leaders encourage the challenging of old 
values and approaches. 
 Facilitating the implementation of new ideas 
Innovative practices include the successful implementation of new ideas, not only idea 
generation. To apply new ideas and suggestions at the organisational level employees 
need the support of their superiors. More than half the participants believed that leaders 
should present their employees’ insightful ideas to superiors on their behalf, help with 
their development to put them on the right track, and facilitate their implementation 
providing appropriate resources. All the interviewees mentioned that while employees 
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have limited access to resources and to top managers during busy periods, their leaders 
do; so it is important that leaders not only encourage followers’ idea generation, but 
also help them develop and apply the ideas.  
One of the participants (Case # 7) mentioned: 
Providing resources and sharing employees’ ideas with superiors are two 
important leadership contributions to facilitate the implementation of ideas. It’s 
the time the leader’s contribution is really critical to firstly help employees rethink 
their ideas and re-examine their assumptions, and then promoting and facilitating 
the implementation processes. 
Another interviewee (Case # 8) mentioned,  
It is very important that the organisation defines a systematic approach in regard 
to innovation endeavours. To be successful in organisational innovation practices, 
collaboration among people and departments is required and leaders play a vital 
role in aiding this process. 
We have a program known as ‘improvement/enhancement project’, If one of our 
staff come up with a new idea which is interesting, but not good enough to be 
implemented, the first thing we do is consider the enhancement project, to think 
more about the idea, work more on the idea, developing the idea, discussing it 
with more knowledgeable people we have in our hotel. The process would be 
through regular meetings and collaboration among different departments based on 
the need of the project, it’s what we call ‘improvement/enhancement project’. 
The participants emphasised the role of the leader in providing required resources such 
as time and money. According to the interview data, employees may be discouraged if 
the leader and organisation do not provide the means to develop and implement ideas. 
On the other hand, providing resources and facilitating the application of ideas 
positively motivates subordinates to engage in idea generation. One of the participants 
considered that one of the critical tasks of leaders is to balance the employees’ daily 
work with their involvement in innovative practices.  
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 Developing a supportive and positive work environment 
All the interviewees emphasised the importance of developing a positive and 
psychologically supportive working environment to facilitate creativity and innovation 
practices in their industry. Innovation is considered as trying something new in the 
organisation; successful outcomes require a chain of support from superiors and peers. 
Most participants believed that employees’ behaviour at organisation highly depends on 
their interactions with others, which includes two main categories: the relationship 
between leader and follower, and employees’ interactions with peers.  
Several participants stressed the importance of developing a positive and friendly 
working environment in order to create trust and openness through the leader–follower 
relationship, in which expressions of inappropriate feelings are minimised, new 
personal thoughts are expressed, and information is shared. It was suggested that in 
such an environment, employees perceive the organisation to be supportive of creativity 
and innovation, and this may lead to the initiation of novel viewpoints. One of the 
participants (Case # 2), stated: 
In order to encourage the staff to show any desired behaviour, developing a 
friendly, fun and supportive work environment is very important. For example, I 
found that developing a humour-working atmosphere creates a close relationship 
among leaders, subordinates and co-workers. I always try to develop a 
relationship based on trust and respect with my subordinates, and I always show 
them that I am here to help you. 
Two interviewees described how a positive psychological environment improves 
employees’ self-confidence and hope, and motivates them to try new things and not be 
afraid of obstacles or failure. (Case # 10) mentioned:  
I think the most important characteristic of an innovative organisation is an open 
and supportive working environment based on the positive interactions and 
communications between managers and staff because it increases the followers’ 
self-confidence, motivation; and also they feel safe to go beyond the norms and 
try new things.  
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Participants indicated that when they are trying something new in the organisation 
(whether a service, product, or procedure), failures and mistakes are likely to happen. It 
is important that leaders do not apply punishment or discouragement in those situations, 
but consider them as learning opportunities. Applying a new system in the organisation 
includes reviewing and considering different alternatives to find one suitable for the 
business. This process requires trial and error and the success may not be achievable at 
early stages, so leaders need to build and maintain effective interpersonal relationships 
by showing support when dealing with stressful and unpredictable tasks. 
One of the interviewees (Case # 7) stated: 
To achieve successful innovation practices, the organisations need to develop a 
positive atmosphere supportive of innovation and tolerant of honest mistakes in 
this path, it is very important that creativity and innovation bind with the hotel 
culture. 
Another participant (Case # 3) mentioned:  
If one of the staff makes a mistake in the process of innovation, it is absolutely 
important that instead of punishment for honest mistakes and extra efforts, 
managers use that opportunity for staff learning and development. 
When organisational climate and atmosphere encourage and support innovation, 
organisational members’ inclination to express novel and unusual suggestions can be 
promoted (Scott & Bruce 1994). In organisations where leaders build transparent 
relations with followers, employees’ creativity and innovativeness can be stimulated 
when they perceive the extent to which these are encouraged and supported. 
 Team-building 
Another source of support for innovative practices seems to be an atmosphere of 
cooperation and sharing among team members. Seven interviewees mentioned of 
encouraging subordinates’ innovative behaviour that it is vital that leaders encourage 
team-building and teamwork. It was emphasised by several participants that innovation 
outcomes require team members to share information and resources, and assist each 
other in the development of new ideas, services or products.  
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An interviewee (Case # 4), mentioned: 
Although support from the top managers and organisation is important, building 
and encouraging friendly and cooperative team work is another important factor 
in successful innovation practices. Developing something new in the organisation 
requires all team members to share the information, work together and find the 
required resources. 
Other interviewees also stressed that one way for organisations to encourage innovative 
practices is to enhance teamwork. Organisations do not innovate unless the employees 
do. Newly generated ideas need a group of collaborative and supportive people to 
engage in their application, so it is important that leaders encourage the culture of 
teamwork in the organisation.  
One of the participants (Case # 8) said:  
Developing new services or new products is beyond the ability of just one person, 
it requires cooperation among a group of people in a long period of time. Team-
building, defining challenging goals for the team and facilitating the interactions 
among team members are all the tasks of leaders. 
Several participants believed that effective cooperation among team members has a 
positive influence on team outcomes. Team-building not only enhances productivity 
and performance, but also brings harmonious relations among employees, which 
enhances the quality of the work environment. One of the interviewees (Case # 9) noted 
that each employee has their own capabilities, and by encouraging teamwork, these 
individual capabilities are put together to identify problems and find solutions. Team-
building can contribute to the success of innovation practices in the organisation by 
improving productivity and problem solving. It is possible that a supportive team 
climate motivates people to utilise their diverse talents, to cooperate, and to 
communicate effectively to perform at their best as a team.  
 Offering recognition and reward 
All the interviewees suggested that corporate recognition and tangible rewards are 
important to show support and appreciation for the creative and innovative efforts of 
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employees. Rewards and recognition motivate employees to come up with new ideas 
and put more effort into innovation ventures. Several participants stressed that 
innovative organisations should recognise innovative contributions by giving awards 
such as certificates of achievement, and tangible rewards such as free access to hotel 
facilities or perhaps a holiday for the employee and family. Some the participants 
believed that awards and rewards motivate employees to work harder, not only for the 
organisation but for their own benefit as well. They suggested that tangible and 
intangible rewards are helpful as additional motivators to trigger subordinates’ 
intentions toward organisational outcomes. One participant (Case # 4) stated: 
Recognition and displaying associate appreciation is important to show your 
respect and consideration for employees’ hard work. 
Another interviewee (Case # 10) said:  
Lack of reward and recognition discourages employees from putting in extra 
effort toward innovation practices.  
According to one of the participants (Case # 6),  
Idea generation and suggestion is not among employees job descriptions and do 
not affect their pay rate, they need motivation to do more than expected … I think 
there are different types of motivation that hotels need to consider to encourage 
employees’ innovative behaviour, it can be monetary or non-monetary. We have 
some resources in the hotel that we use to show our appreciation for staff extra 
efforts, such as free night stay at hotel, free tickets, one-month free use of hotel 
swimming pool or spa, free drinks and dinner. The main purpose is to say thank 
you for their work and effort. 
 Another interviewee (case # 5) also mentioned:  
We use both monetary rewards and non-monetary rewards to motivate employees, 
and show our appreciation and recognition (e.g. using hotel facilities for free), 
appreciation letters that is given to employees in our end of the year assessments. 
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The interviewees suggested that workplace incentives and rewards encourage 
employees to work toward achieving organisational success because they feel that they 
are benefiting from it. Employees also respond to organisational appreciation and 
recognition that not only motivates their performance but also creates a positive and 
productive work environment. To sum up, providing praise and recognition to 
subordinates for their contribution and achievements can enhance their motivation to 
work toward achieving organisational goals, and may also improve their satisfaction 
and engagement at work. 
 Informing and clarifying roles 
Five interviewees discussed the concept of informing and clarifying roles. The essence 
of this concept is that leaders should clarify subordinates’ tasks and provide guidance 
and advice continuously. One of the very important tasks of leaders is to clarify policies 
and procedures (what exactly is expected from subordinates), as well as helping and 
guiding staff toward career development. One of the interviewees (Case # 4) explained 
that it is important that leaders provide advice and guidance about the innovation 
process:  
It is very important that we change the traditional approaches and apply new 
leadership practices. For successful innovation practices, it is essential that leaders 
be on the path with employees and guide them when they are struggling. It 
reduces the task ambiguity and it increases the likelihood that the employee be 
more willing to contribute to the process innovation. 
Another participant (Case # 5) emphasised that providing professional guidance and 
advice is critical to employees’ creativity and innovativeness because it improves their 
knowledge and skills, which indirectly increases the likelihood that they will come up 
with new and different ideas and suggestions:  
Being innovative is not just generating new ideas and opinions about the problems, 
but more importantly, it is adopting new ways of doing tasks, which needs high-
skilled staff to do so. One of the areas that we focus is to help our team members 
to grow in their role and be confident in what they are doing here. It definitely 
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increases the chance that they generate novel solutions to improve how the things 
are done in this hotel. 
Given these findings, providing advice and professional guidance and sharing 
background information significantly expands employees’ understanding of process 
innovation and reduces task ambiguity. In these circumstances, employees are more 
likely to accept innovation and will be actively involved in the process of innovation. 
As every work role needs training and development, the innovation process requires a 
clear understanding, enough information and guidance.  
One of the participants (Case # 6) said: 
Providing enough training and info sessions is important to help staff to learn how 
to do things, also to develop their skills and expand their knowledge. It is 
absolutely suggested for all of the new employees. Every time that we start 
something new in relation to our PMS [property management system], we provide 
enough training for both new and old employees. Some people in this industry 
may think that training is costly, and then I would suggest using online systems. 
They are cost-efficient and very helpful to expand our staff general knowledge 
and skills. 
Setting directions for people in the organisation, providing guidance and training to 
improve employees’ knowledge and skills, may result in higher performance in pursuit 
of expected organisational outcomes. 
 Providing performance review and feedback 
Four interviewees emphasised the importance of providing performance reviews and 
feedback. This concept focuses on the training and development of employees in order 
to improve their skills and knowledge and prepare them for career advancement. 
According to the interview data, this concept of performance review and feedback is 
very close to that of clarifying roles, as clarifying roles provides criteria for 
performance evaluation, which facilitates the process of providing constructive 
feedback to employees. In other words, it creates a benchmark by which to compare 
staff performance. One of the participants (Case # 3) claimed that although providing 
feedback will enhance employees’ performance, that assessment must be fair. In order 
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to have a fair and efficient performance review system, it is important to first provide 
enough consultation and guidance to make sure that the responsibilities and 
expectations are clear for employees. 
The interviewees linked performance review and feedback to individual and 
organisational creativity and innovation. When employees are asked to generate new 
ideas, there should be a feedback system to evaluate its strengths and weaknesses. It 
was discussed that providing feedback improves the new idea and the subordinate’s 
innovative practices. 
One of the participants (Case # 4) stated: 
If you want to gain new ideas from employees, there should be an effective 
system to evaluate their efforts and provide helpful feedback. The subordinates 
should know that their attempts are valuable for the organisation, so it will be 
considered and evaluated.  
Three of the participants who discussed this concept mentioned that progress review 
meetings are a very helpful communication method to provide feedback to employees 
and teams. In addition to the feedback system designed to evaluate employees’ 
performance, innovative organisations need an effective system to collect feedback 
from guests in regard to new services and products. One of the interviewees (Case # 9) 
mentioned:  
After idea generation by an individual in the organisation, the feedback from 
peers and leaders through staff meetings and the feedback from guests through 
online/paper-based survey help significantly to improve the new system. The 
reason that we need to collect feedback from two different sources is, normally 
the person who generated the new idea is very excited and may overlook its 
weaknesses or drawbacks. 
To enhance the innovative efforts of individuals and organisation, it may be important 
that leaders define effective methods to achieve constructive feedback from other 
organisational members as well as customers, not only to improve the new developed 
systems and increase their chance of success, but also to motivate individuals’ creative 
efforts by valuing and considering their ideas. 
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 Articulating an inspirational vision 
An early step in encouraging employees in an organisation is motivating and inspiring 
them with a beautiful picture of the future and what the organisation wants to achieve, 
in order to engage the subordinate’s value system. One of the participants (Case # 5) 
mentioned: 
It is very useful if the organisational goals and objectives be inspiring and 
motivating for the members. In this case their personal interest is engaged and 
they work toward the vision of the organisation. In our monthly meeting with my 
subordinates, I try to be inspirational and to communicate effectively our future 
plans and where we want to be in the next months, or years. 
Interviewees explained that communicating an aspirational description of what the 
organisation would like to achieve in the short or long term can be more effective if the 
leaders also exhibit their commitment to the vision and their willingness to take risks. 
The interviewees deliberated on how innovation-promoting leaders communicate their 
ambition for the future of the organisation to their subordinates.  
One of the interviewees (Case# 10) noted that: 
One of the easy ways to motivate subordinates’ innovative efforts is to 
communicate clearly the idealised goals of the organisation. This approach evokes 
strong responses from followers because it sounds like introducing a new 
challenge for them. 
Another participant (Case# 9) asserted that: 
I think just asking subordinates to be innovative is confusing, they need to know 
on what areas they should conduct more research and brainstorming. The leaders 
need to develop and communicate their idealised goals first and then expect the 
followers to come up with new ideas and suggestions. 
Four employees discussed the concept of articulating an inspirational vision: when 
employees know what the organisation is trying to achieve and in what areas their ideas 
and efforts are likely to be valuable and helpful, they may be more likely to focus their 
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energy and effort toward the organisation’s goals. Communicating an explicit vision, 
then, may provide clear directions for future activities.  
 Role-modelling 
The concept of role-modelling was discussed by seven participants, who felt that one 
way to lead subordinates is by showing them, not just telling them. Leaders should set 
high standards of behaviours by their own approach toward work. As one of the 
participants (Case # 4) stated,  
Innovative leaders motivate subordinates by showing them how to work to be 
successful, they create an inspirational picture for them.  
Role-modelling illustrates how subordinates can achieve goals and objectives. Several 
participants stressed that leading just by saying is not influential, but leading by acting 
significantly transforms subordinates’ perceptions of how they can work toward 
organisational goals. To encourage followers to take effort to accomplish higher goals, 
role-modelling matters. One participant (Case # 7) stated: 
I realised that my subordinates try to behave and deal with problems as I do. So, 
leaders need to guide employees by showing how they expect them to work, for 
example by practising same behaviours and attitudes that they expect from their 
subordinates. 
Another participant (Case # 8) said:  
It is more effective to lead by doing not only by telling, it clarifies the desired 
behaviour for followers and they will be more inspired to work toward 
organisational goals. 
Interviewees believed that a subordinate’s perception of the organisation’s value system 
is shaped on their leader’s and supervisor’s behaviours, as they learn through emulation. 
Some of the interviewees addressed how successful leaders show expertise-based 
leadership, how they influence followers by their skills, knowledge and expertise rather 
than by a hierarchical position, which defines leadership in terms of organisation and 
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power. Expertise-based leaders motivate their staff by demonstrating how to reach 
goals; how to upgrade their skills and knowledge to respond effectively to problems. 
Jong and Hartog’s (2007) in-depth interviews with knowledge-intensive service firm 
managers suggested that leaders acting as models for creativity and innovative 
behaviour positively influence employees’ idea generation and application behaviours. 
Gupta and Singh (2013, p. 73) defined leading by example as ‘setting high standards of 
behaviours, working hard and leading by example in terms of punctuality, doing work, 
meeting deadlines and optimisation of time’. Leaders’ role-modelling, referring to 
demonstrating creative and innovative behaviours, may increase the chance that 
subordinates follow their lead and practise creativity themselves. 
 Being sensitive to subordinates’ individual needs 
Another concept developed from the interviews was being considerate of subordinates’ 
personal needs. One participant described how creative thinking and innovative efforts 
can involve going through uncertainty and stress: when employees are experiencing 
something new, they are practising out of their comfort zone. It is recommended that 
leaders be sensitive to their staff’s personal needs and demands. One of the interviewees 
(Case # 7) mentioned: 
To engage subordinates all through the way, leaders should be considerate of 
personal needs and feelings of other members in the organisation. When 
subordinates feel close to the leader by developing mutual liking and attention, 
they try with their full potential and they will not feel a victim of organisational 
objectives. 
Paying attention to employees’ personal feelings and their individual needs for growth 
and development can increase the interpersonal relationship between leader and 
follower (Lee 2008). This higher-level interpersonal relationship can encourage the 
employees’ creative engagement because they receive interpersonal support and 
psychological empowerment to go beyond the norm.  
One of the interviewees stated that building a relationship with subordinates based on 
trust increases the influence of the leader’s behaviours, and leads employees to respond 
more effectively to the organisational goals and objectives communicated by the leader. 
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Four participants (40%) discussed sensitivity to individual subordinates’ needs and how 
individuals have different skills, potentials and desires, so that it is essential that leaders 
take into account these differences among their subordinates. Participant (Case # 6) 
discussed how  
sometimes guest satisfaction and responding to their needs is very important for 
the top managers. But we should remember that to provide high quality of 
services to them, we need skilled staff. Therefore, as we pay attention to our 
guests, we should pay attention to our staff as well. It is like an investment, which 
pays off later. 
Support and the quality of the relationship between leader and subordinates may create 
a working environment in which employees can voice their ideas freely, and engage 
more effectively in organisational practices.  
 Showing environmental sensitivity 
All interviewees addressed environmental sensitivity as another innovative leadership 
behaviour. In scanning for threats to and opportunities for their hotel, leaders are able to 
explore new visions and goals for future organisational development. The hotel industry 
is a turbulent and uncertain business environment (as all of the participants mentioned). 
To develop an inspiring picture of the future, industry leaders need to be aware of new 
market trends and developments.  
One of the participants (Case #6) explained: 
We were among the few 5-star local chain hotels in this city, we were always 
busy and we had our own regular guests. That picture has changed; today I have 
no idea how many 5-star hotels are operating around, the market is very 
competitive and the only way to survive is to differentiate the service offerings. 
To design innovative plans, it is very important to know the market, challenges 
and opportunities very well, and this is another task of innovative leaders. 
The participants suggested that when this information is shared with subordinates, they 
contribute more effectively to achieving organisational goals and objectives. One of the 
interviewees (Case # 2) stated: 
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Good leaders are good observers too. They spend some time worrying about the 
industry changes and developments. But I can say the best leaders are those who 
scan the market carefully and use their expertise to predict what may happen next, 
then they plan and prepare their team for the change before it is late. 
Another participant emphasised that being sensitive to market changes is not only the 
leader’s task: subordinates can be encouraged to do the same. This interviewee (Case # 
10) stated:  
My superior [the hotel CEO] always tell us, ‘You are not only the heart of the 
hotel, but you are the eye of the hotel as well’. 
To change successfully, it is important to know the market very well. Leaders need to 
be sensitive to a wide range of information: new market trends, technological 
developments, and government policies that may affect the organisation. Such 
information needs to be analysed precisely and discussed in staff meetings. External 
market analysis provides directions for future planning, both short-term and long-term. 
Clarifying future directions and goals encourages employees to come up with new 
suggestions and ideas, and provides them with guidelines about what the hotel is aiming 
to achieve. 
 Being authoritative 
Although it is important to understand the most salient leadership behaviours 
encouraging subordinates’ creativity and innovation, it is also important to recognise the 
impact of negative leadership behaviours and attributes on creativity and innovation.  
The statements below are participants’ viewpoints regarding the least effective 
leadership behaviours:  
Making all decisions, and thinking what she/he does or thinks is the best. Not 
giving the employees autonomy and freedom to get involved. (Case # 3) 
 
Being constantly on staffs’ shoulders and checking on them. Controlling 
everything rather than trusting them and giving them the space to think and act on 
their own. (Case # 1) 
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Pushing people instead of encouraging, controlling, and centralising decision-
making on herself/himself’ (Case # 4) 
 
Centralising decisions on superiors and managerial levels is one of the barriers; 
People from the bottom should be heard as well, because in this industry personal 
touch is very important. (Case #6) 
 
Controlling staff constantly and making them feel afraid of making mistakes and 
trying new things. (Case #5) 
 
Being bossy, setting rules and regulations that are not negotiable, don’t let 
subordinate to participate in decision-making processes. (Case #9) 
Six interviewees addressed the concept of authoritative leadership as a discouraging 
behaviour that may be negatively related to employees’ creativity and innovation. The 
authoritative leadership concept refers to behaviours that stress personal power over 
subordinates, centralising the autonomy of decision-making in top managers, and 
discouraging members from making decisions (Farh & Cheng 2000). Interviewees 
explained that such leadership behaviours can develop a climate of fear instead of 
support and motivation.  
Two of the interviewees from 5-star hotels stressed the point that, in these higher 
categories of hotel, decisions normally come from top managers and front-line 
employees are not involved in planning and decision-making. They felt that not 
involving employees in decision-making processes, and defining narrow rules and 
regulations for them to follow, discouraged their creativity and innovation.  
4.3.2 Categories of Innovation Practice in the Hotels and Resorts Industry  
Another purpose of the interviews was to obtain a better understanding of innovation 
practices in this industry. To open up the conversation and gain better understanding 
about innovation in a hospitality firm, interviewees were asked to share their 
experiences of innovations tried in their hotels and resorts. Four themes emerged: 
service offerings to guests, back-office innovation, hotel tangible facilities, and use of 
information technology. 
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 Service offerings  
Most of the interviewees indicated that innovation in service offerings to guests is very 
important in this industry. Service innovation includes inventive services provided to 
guests, such as developing new promotional packages or customising services to 
individual guest demands. The main aim in applying this type of innovation is to 
enhance guest satisfaction.  
As a case in point, one of the interviewees (Case # 2) described an innovative practice 
known as ‘peoplelogy’, the objective of which is to make each guest happy by being 
innovative in service offerings. To do this, employees are empowered by having a 
degree of freedom to make decisions and take immediate action. Another example is 
that of the hotel that designed a ‘blue card’ on which was printed, ‘are you happy?’ with 
the duty managers’ direct contact number, so that guests could contact the manager if 
there was a problem or they were not satisfied with the service. According to 
Stamboulis and Skayannis (2003), innovation in the scope of service is the most 
tangible part of innovation and lies at the core of customer satisfaction. Welcome 
drinks, greeting cards for different occasions, and kids’ packages are examples of 
innovative services provided to customers. Several employees emphasised that 
according to the outcomes of guest surveys, such service offerings enhanced customers’ 
satisfaction. 
According to one of the interviewees (Case #5), as part of a new innovation program 
they designed about 250 greeting cards for different occasions, including birthday, 
engagement, first visit to Melbourne/Australia, graduation and anniversary. The 
outcome of a guest survey by an external company revealed that the guests were very 
surprised when they received the cards and made positive comments on the survey.  
Customisation of services was a very important category of innovation in service 
offerings. Because of the heterogeneity of customer expectations in this industry (Enz & 
Siguaw 2003), it is important that hotel service offerings be flexible and innovative to 
satisfy different guest expectations. A participant (Case # 10) explained:  
We had groups of professionals from France as our guests who were coming to 
our hotel on a regular basis. We realised that they prefer to speak in French…, so 
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we put one of our staff that knew French to be in charge of them to discuss 
important issues with them, which made them really satisfied and happy. Also, 
because there were our regular guests, we saved their details on our system, so 
they didn’t need to check in or queue each time. 
 
Customers who reserve their rooms online through the official hotel website have 
the chance to customise their room, we are happy to consider amendments to our 
room furniture or room facilities to make it perfectly suitable for the guests based 
on their demands. (Case # 10) 
 
New job positions were defined in our hotel to ascertain that we are doing the best 
possible to satisfy each guest; the positions are known as ‘reservation manager’, 
‘guest relation manager’. The main duty of the reservation manager is to go 
through reservations one by one and allocate the best available room to the guest 
based on the information provided; guest relations manager is supervising guests’ 
disputes and problems to make sure that each guest is leaving our hotel happy and 
satisfied. (Case # 10) 
 Back-office innovation 
Enhancing and improving back-office management to enhance the delivery of service 
was among the emergent themes related to innovation practices. According to Orfilla-
sintes and Mattsson (2009), back-office innovation includes changing processes and 
system designs that affect how service is delivered; it is not about final outcomes but 
about designing the whole process and system.  
One example of back-office innovation which was mentioned by several interviewees 
was changes to check-ins and checkouts. According to the interviewees the main aim 
was to make the procedure more accurate, effective and, most importantly, to reduce 
guests’ waiting time. According to one of the interviewees (Case # 7), 
We had a problem of long queues for check-in, sometimes it took us an hour to 
sort out the situation. The problem was actually our ineffective system. We made 
many changes to the process in order to enhance the system to a faster and easier 
one. We tried to do things in a new way, not the traditional way and it worked. 
 125 
Another participant (Case #5) mentioned there had been issues and regular disputes 
over luggage storage procedures and dockets. In order to resolve the issue they changed 
the back-office system, using more staff and providing additional training and 
information sessions for front-line employees. They also employed an external 
company to conduct an online guest survey to evaluate the outcomes of the new luggage 
storage system, which indicated positive feedback from customers.  
Drawing on these findings, innovation in the modification of back-office processes is an 
important means to sustain competitive advantage because applying new procedures 
enables a hotel to respond effectively to customer needs. One of the participants (Case # 
8) addressed how changes to housekeeping procedures were helpful in providing more 
customised services to guests. According to this interviewee, a modification of the 
procedures included providing training sessions for the housekeeping staff, which 
helped them to respond more adequately to requests from guests with different cultural 
backgrounds.  
One of the most imperative requirements for innovations in services offered to guests is 
innovation in back-office procedures. Improvements in the designs controlling how 
service is delivered allow an establishment to offer unique services to guests. As an 
interviewee (Case# 9) explained,  
The check-ins and check-outs of international travellers were a big issue for us, as 
it required having ready rooms and staff on duty even during the night. There are 
many chains, even international chains, that don’t offer flexible check-in and 
check-out times, and we decided to differentiate our hotel in this area upon the 
request of visitors. Therefore, to offer that service, we had to change our policies 
and procedures substantially, we even hired new employees who were willing to 
do the night shifts, and an absolutely new system for check-ins and check-outs, as 
well as housekeeping, was defined.  
In order to improve the efficiency of service delivery to guests, or to introduce a new 
service, the hotel back-office systems need to be changed. Back-office process 
modifications provide opportunities for a hotel to offer a new service to guests (flexible 
check-in and checkout times), or to enhance the delivery of an existing service (luggage 
storage system).  
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 Hotel tangible facilities  
Improving existing facilities or adding a new facility to the hotel was mentioned by 
participants as a tangible innovation in hotel facilities. This cluster of innovations 
seemed to be particularly important in Iran, where establishments are trying to upgrade 
facilities or add new features to better meet international standards. Innovation in 
facilities and amenities seems an effective way for hotels to differentiate themselves in 
the market. As one of the interviewees (Case # 8) explained, 
In the past two years our main aim was to upgrade our hotel from 3-star ratings to 
the category of 4-star ratings. In addition to the changes to hotel management 
system and service offerings, we had to add new facilities to the property as well. 
Spa, beauty salon, and gym were among the new facilities that we added to the 
property and significantly helped us to achieve our goal and attract new customers. 
Another participant (Case # 5) said how at the end of the day their mission is to deliver 
an intact guest experience. According to this interviewee, room design and 
customisation of in-room features play an important role in satisfying guest 
expectations:  
 To deliver a fabulous guest experience and to make our rooms feel like home 
away from home, we are offering different options for guests to select from; 
pillow and bed linen selection including hypoallergenic bed linen, toiletries 
selection, view selection, size of the room, size of the bed, customisation of 
furniture in our luxury guest bedrooms, and if they have any special request that is 
not included in our list. 
Most interviewees acknowledged that customisation of room features and decors is 
among the most influential things for any successful guest experience. The core of this 
concept is that a hotel provides alternatives to match a person’s lifestyle. 
Another interviewee addressed the importance of innovation in the hotel common area 
and lobby, as it shapes the guests’ first experience. They explained that, to acquire new 
visitors and retain repeat guests, the hotel design features should be unique: 
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One of the best and most successful hotels in our region looks like Persepolis, a 
symbol of the ancient Persian Empire which attracts huge numbers of national and 
international visitors. They differentiated the hotel design in such a unique way 
that no one can compete with it, it is one of a kind. (Case #9) 
Kids’ clubs, in-room kitchen facilities, rooms for people with allergies, out-door and in-
door swimming pools were other examples of tangible innovations in the hotel’s 
facilities mentioned by participants. 
 Use of information technology  
Participants agreed that using new technology is a very important cluster of innovations 
in the industry. Not only does it facilitate hotel procedures and make everything easier 
and faster for the staff, but also it affects the quality of guests’ experiences. The 
managers from Iran emphasised the use of information technology as a successful 
hospitality innovation: providing online check-in and check-out opportunities, 
improving the hotel website and facilitating online reservations significantly increased 
its number of international travellers. 
It was noted by participants that changing the paper-based guest satisfaction survey to 
an online version made the data collection process easier. Online surveys increased the 
number of responses, as they could be completed by guests even after they left the 
hotel. The online format also improved the analysis process by providing hassle-free 
handling of data and a smaller possibility of data errors. According to one of the 
participants (Case# 8),  
We designed a new guest survey program to collect guest feedback through online 
surveys (getting guest email and send the link to them from Monkey Survey). The 
survey’s questions address the performance of different departments in the hotel 
from food & beverage, front office, room service, and hotel facilities. They can 
even choose which department they want to evaluate and provide feedback about.  
 Another interviewee (Case# 7) stated: 
Online-based survey is not just easier for us to analyse, but also for guests to 
answer. 
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In addition to these contributions of new technology in hotel procedures, one of the 
interviewees (Case # 10) discussed how it reduced the number of errors and disputes: 
We experienced many difficulties with our paper-based billing system. It was 
very unreliable, time consuming, and caused many disputes in regard to the 
customers’ invoices. We changed that to a computer-based version and 
surprisingly the error rate decreased considerably and now we are able to access 
the history of each customer’s invoices and payments in a minute. 
Participants also pointed out that using new technology enables the organisation to 
differentiate its services and facilities. Although it requires more operational capabilities 
and resources, it complements guests’ experience. Digital wake up systems, electronic 
door locks, electronic in-room safes, iPod docks, free Wi-Fi and plasma screen TVs 
were among the examples mentioned. 
Table 4.3 presents the identified categories of innovation in Australian and Iranian 
hotels and resorts. 
Table 4.3 Categories of innovation practices in Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts 
No Category of innovation practice Examples of responses 
1 Service offerings Customisation of room’s furniture 
Defining a new job position known as 
reservation manager to go through all the 
reservations one by one and allocate the best 
available room to the guests 
2 Back-office innovation Designing new systems in the hotel operations 
to facilitate the check-in procedure and luggage 
storage system 
Changes to the house keeping procedures to 
provide more customised services to guests 
3 Tangible hotel facilities Adding new facilities to the hotel such as 
beauty salon, spa, and gym 
Differentiating the hotel design to represent 
ancient Persian Empire which attracts numbers 
of national and international visitors 
4 Use of information technology Using online guest survey feedback system 
which facilitates the analysis process 
Using computer-based billing system instead of 
paper-based ones which assists quick access to 
customer’s invoices and payments 
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4.4 Developing Categories of Innovation-enhancing Leadership  
The literature has been used as background material from which to develop categories 
of innovation-enhancing leadership (Strauss & Corbin 1998). Gioia and Thomas’ 
(1996) model of categorical analysis has been adapted; their analysis was based on 
categorisation and themes utilising four major phases; initial and deep readings of the 
transcriptions, categorising the concepts and terms (first-order codes), aggregating 
similar issues into categories at a higher level of abstraction (second-order themes), and 
developing the second-order themes into consolidated analytical dimensions. This 
procedure was elaborated in Chapter 4, the qualitative data analysis. Based on 
comprehensive research and considering the qualitative outcomes, a repository of 
leadership models has been developed to guide the categorisation of innovation-
enhancing leadership constructs. All the selected models of leadership showed 
acceptable internal consistency and validity in previous research, and demonstrated a 
positive and effective influence on creativity and innovation. These include 
empowering leadership (Babakus et al. 2003), a hierarchical taxonomy of leadership 
behaviour (Yukl, Gordon & Taber 2002); path–goal theory of leadership (House & 
Mitchell 1974), multidimensionality leader–member exchange (Liden & Maslyn 1998), 
charismatic leadership (Conger & Kanungo 1994), paternalistic leadership (Cheng, 
Chou, Wu, Huang & Farh 2004), and the constructs of delegative-participative and 
consultative–advisory leadership (Krause, Gebert & Kearney 2007). In addition, this 
study considered Gupta and Singh’s (2013) new developed instrument to measure R&D 
leadership behaviour for innovation, and Jong and Hartog’s (2007) taxonomy of 
innovative leadership behaviour; these two studies are among the very few to explore 
leadership behaviours related to employees’ creativity and innovation.  
The back-and-forth process, moving between the interview data and the theories of 
leadership identified above, resulted in an inventory of leadership behaviours in seven 
major categories. The interviewees’ perspectives were used as a foundation because the 
aim was to develop a leadership model encouraging individual creativity and innovation 
in the context of the hotels and resorts industry. Table 4.4 presents the identified 
leadership behaviours and complementary evidence of the interviewee’s responses. 
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Table 4.4. Innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours: categories and examples of 
responses 
No Category of 
behaviour 






Empowering staff to make decisions 
Giving employees substantial responsibility in carrying out work activities 
Giving employees autonomy and a degrees of freedom 








 Encourage contribution of staff in decision-making 
Shared and balanced opportunities for staffs and superiors in decision-making process 
Providing opportunities for staff members to contribute and involve in hotel practices 








Listening effectively to staff and colleagues’ ideas to understand their goals 
Willing to hear employees’ ideas and suggestions to improve things 
Reviewing the ideas to extract the practical and usable ideas based on his/her expertise 
and skills 











Focuses on developing a social network of relationships that individuals have throughout 
the organisation 
Encourage a climate supportive of innovation in hotel 
Share ideas with a group of people and encourage them to cooperate 
Encourage employees to be team players 
Associate appreciation and valuing staff contribution and special efforts 
Providing appreciation and recognition when staff comes up with new ideas 
5 Consultative–advisory 
 Informing & 
clarifying roles 
Performance 
review & feedback 
Guiding employees on their tasks 
Providing enough information for staff about the hotel procedures and their tasks 
Providing fair and constructive feedback 








Being sensitive to 
subordinates’ 
individual needs 
Provides a good model to follow 
Leads by example in terms of working hard and set high standards of behaviour 
Developing an interesting picture of the future for the hotel 
 
Environmental sensitivity (looking at industry and trying to learn from industry new 
trends and apply them in hotel 
 
Building a relationship based on mutual trust with staff 
Behaving in a manner that is thoughtful of subordinates’ personal needs 
7 Authoritative 
  Constantly being on their shoulders 
Discourage others from making decisions without consulting 
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Each category represents a conceptually close, distinct set of leader behaviours that can 
influence followers’ creativity and innovation. The groupings of items and labelling of 
categories were based on the conceptually relevant existing theories of leadership that 
introduce each segment. Table 4.5 which follows presents the definition of each 
category of innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours.  






Empowering employees and encouraging their initiatives, 
granting freedom and autonomy in making decisions, 
developing conditions that provide employees the 




Encouraging shared decision-making, taking into 
consideration employees’ opinions about organisational 




Increasing employees’ awareness of organisational 
deficiencies, encouraging them to rethink old ways and come 
up with new ideas and solutions. Displaying an interest in 
employees suggestions and opinions in order to encourage 




Developing supportive and positive working environment, 
providing recognition and reward to support creativity and 
innovation, and team-building. 
Consultative–advisory 
 
Clarifying organisational policies, procedures, 
responsibilities, and expectations for employees. Focusing on 
employees’ developments by providing training, career 
guidance and information sessions. Developing fair and 
constructive assessment of employees’ performance. 
Charismatic 
 
Role-modelling, developing an inspirational vision of the 
future for employees, scanning the environment to identify 
threats and opportunities for the organisation. Providing 
individualised attention to each subordinate. 
Authoritative 
 
Asserts absolute authority and control over employees, 
develops non-negotiable rules and expectations for what 
needs to be done and how it should be done.  
Source: author  
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4.5 Discussion  
The following section provides an overview of the thematic categories of innovation-
enhancing leadership behaviours identified from the interview analysis, and the 
influence of these on employee creativity and innovation with respect to the 
interviewee’s perspectives and the existing literature. The range of identified leader 
behaviours is wide; some can influence employees’ creativity and innovation directly, 
while the interview analysis also highlighted indirect impact of some general 
behaviours that are conceptually related to daily leadership practices. These latter are 
found to influence creativity and innovation through the development of an appropriate 
working environment and relationship among leaders, subordinates and peers. 
4.5.1 Empowering  
It has been suggested that empowerment is a relevant concept in service jobs given the 
unpredictability of many tasks, which requires employees to take creative action 
(Slåtten, Svensson & Sværi 2011); it is also a crucial factor related to service excellence 
(Babakus et al. 2003; Slåtten 2011). Ahearne, Mathieu, and Rapp (2005) conceptualised 
empowering leadership as a style that involves removing bureaucratic constraints and 
granting employees flexibility and freedom. 
It has also been suggested in the literature that the perception of autonomy and freedom 
through empowerment is important if employees are to devise creative outcomes 
(Amabile et al. 2004; Slåtten, Svensson & Sværi 2011) Zhang and Bartol (2010, p. 109) 
described empowering leadership as an ‘approach with considerable promise of 
influencing employee creativity’. According to Amabile et al. (2004), the perception of 
autonomy and participation in decision-making is an important precondition of creative 
outcomes among employees.  
The interview data reveals the same outcome: according to the interviewees the nature 
of service work has changed substantially, and employees’ creativity seems to be 
important in responding effectively to new demands. Interviewees emphasised that 
empowering leadership is required rather than authoritative or controlling leadership, to 
encourage subordinates’ creative efforts by providing freedom and autonomy to make 
decisions and add personal touches to policies and procedures without direct 
supervision. As has been shown, these practices are likely to have an impact on 
employees’ creativity and innovation. Given these findings, leaders who aim to enhance 
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their subordinate’s innovation could attempt to stimulate their self-confidence and self-
determination by increasing their own empowering leadership behaviours: giving 
subordinates decision-making autonomy and responsibility to carry out tasks.  
In a study of 399 German middle managers, Krause (2004) found that granting 
employees freedom and autonomy is positively related to different types of innovative 
behaviour: idea generation, testing, and implementation of ideas. Studies have indicated 
that employees who are given a greater sense of meaning, self-determination and self-
direction influence organisational outcomes more effectively (Ahearne, Mathieu & 
Rapp 2005; Vecchio, Justin & Pearce 2010). Sanger and Rangnekar (2014), using a 
survey of 333 business executives and managers from Indian public sector 
organisations, found psychological empowerment is a determinant of creativity. They 
discussed how, when employees have freedom in decision-making and idea generation, 
creativity can be enhanced.  
The concept of empowering leadership behaviour identified in this research is very 
close to Babakus et al.’s (2003) empowerment model which focuses on autonomy in 
problem solving, decision-making and granting subordinates control and power over 
resolving customer problems without direct approval from managers. For the purpose of 
this study, the category of empowering leadership behaviour refers to empowering and 
providing freedom and autonomy to subordinates. According to the interview findings, 
empowering leadership refers to developing conditions that enable the sharing of power 
with subordinates in making and implementing decisions, and granting them power to 
handle difficult situations without direct supervision. Ahearn, Mathieu and Rapp (2005) 
assessed leadership empowering behaviour using four multi-item subscales that focused 
on enhancing the meaningfulness of work, participating in decision-making, expressing 
confidence in high performance, and granting autonomy from bureaucratic constraints. 
Babakus et al.’s (2003) model was found to be more close to this research finding, and 
hence is used for the development of the empowering leadership behaviour category.  
4.5.2 Participative 
The interview data also contains behaviours shown by leaders for the purpose of 
encouraging subordinates to contribute to and participate in organisational decision-
making and planning. According to the interview data, to encourage employees’ 
creative ideas and innovative actions, organisational structure needs to be changed from 
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hierarchical to something flatter that appreciates employees’ participation and 
contribution in the form of suggestions and decisions. Participants noted that in this 
kind of working environment, employees feel that they are part of the organisation’s 
planning and decision-making system and become more involved in creative thinking to 
improve organisational outcomes. The interviews reveal that the contribution and 
participation of employees from different levels result in brilliant ideas and solutions, 
for example, the design of the ‘are you happy?’ card by the housekeeping staff.  
The concepts of shared decision-making and encouraging employees’ contribution and 
participation are very close to the category of participative leadership found in the path–
goal theory of leadership by House and Mitchell (1974) and in the delegative–
participative leadership of Krause, Gebert and Kearney (2007). For the purpose of this 
study, the participative leadership described in the path–goal theory was found to be 
most relevant to what the interviewees said. Participative leadership as used by House 
and Mitchell (1974) refers to leadership behaviours inviting subordinates to share in 
organisational decision-making and taking their ideas and suggestions into account 
(Northouse 2007). House and Mitchell (1974) argued that when subordinates are 
encouraged to participate in decision-making, the correspondence between organisation 
and employees goals increases and employees’ involvement and commitment are 
enhances.  
Participative leadership that grants subordinates a voice in the organisation has been 
found to foster creative and innovative performance (Axtell et al. 2000; Mumford et al. 
2002). Several studies have examined the impact of participative leadership at 
individual and team levels. Krause, Gebert and Kearney (2007) found a positive 
correlation between participative leadership and individual implementation success in a 
sample of 388 managers from German organisations of different sizes and sectors (such 
as banks and insurance companies, telecommunications, services and trades). Research 
on a sample of 136 health-care teams with more than 1000 members demonstrated a 
positive correlation between participative leadership and team innovation in high-
functioning heterogeneous teams (Somech 2006), while a study by Stoker et al. (2001), 
found that participative leadership was positively related to R&D performance in a 
manufacturing sample. 
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Findings from the qualitative interviews suggest that leadership behaviours that 
encourage employees’ contributions in decision-making lead to individual innovative 
behaviour. Interviewees regarded participative leadership as shared decision-making, 
taking into consideration employees’ opinions about organisational practices and 
encouraging employees’ contribution and participation. 
4.5.3 Innovative-oriented 
The interviewees also addressed the importance of leadership practices that directly 
encourage employees’ creative thinking and stimulate them to generate new ideas. Their 
comments indicated that innovative leaders show interest in subordinates’ suggestions 
and opinions, and motivate employees to reconsider old ways of doing things. The 
literature demonstrated that when leaders expect their subordinates to be innovative, the 
employees perceive their leaders as motivating and enhancing their ideas, which results 
in more innovative behaviour (Scott & Bruce 1994). When employees perceive 
innovation as important and appreciated in the organisation, they are more likely to 
show this behaviour (Shalley & Gilson 2004). 
The core of encouraging the creative thinking concept identified in the Study 1 
interviews is very close to the intellectual stimulation factor of transformational 
leadership. Intellectual stimulation involves leadership behaviours that motivate 
followers to challenge their own beliefs and values; this type of leadership encourages 
subordinates to examine new approaches to address organisational issues and problem-
solve (Northouse 2007). The literature demonstrated a positive influence of intellectual 
stimulation on subordinates’ creativity and innovation (Lee 2008; Michaelis, Stegmaier 
& Sonntag 2009; Ryan & Tipu 2013,). It was clearly articulated by several participants 
that leaders and organisations need to develop ways to stimulate employees’ creative 
thinking, and to communicate how valued their perspectives are. Interviewees also 
asserted that motivating employees to generate ideas is not enough to accomplish 
innovative outcomes: leaders need to play an active role in providing the resources and 
putting the ideas in the right path for implementation. The interviewees discussed the 
important role of leaders in assisting with the development of an idea to ensure its 
successful application.  
These findings suggest that innovative leaders are motivators of creative minds rather 
than just originators of creative ideas. This study characterises innovative-oriented 
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leadership behaviours as follows: displaying an interest in subordinates’ suggestions 
and opinions in order to encourage creative thinking; and increasing employees’ 
awareness regarding problems and deficiencies and encouraging them to rethink old 
ways and come up with new ideas and solutions. In addition, facilitating the 
implementation of employees’ new ideas by developing them, supplying resources, and 
seeking superiors’ support in implementing them are important. This study suggests that 
innovative-oriented behaviours in leaders, including encouraging creative thinking and 
supporting the implementation of ideas, play an imperative role in encouraging 
subordinates’ creativity and innovation. 
4.5.4 Supportive 
Interview data also indicated that leadership behaviours that create a positive work 
environment supportive of innovation could enhance employees’ creativity and 
innovation. Three categories of leadership behaviour were emphasised by participants 
to develop support for innovation in the organisation: developing a positive and 
supportive working environment, team-building, and recognition and reward. 
According to Rosing, Frese and Bausch (2008), supervisory support is not exactly a 
leadership style but is a collection of leadership practices that develops a supportive 
environment to motivate employees’ innovative behaviour. According to the 
interviewees, to develop a positive and supportive work environment the relationship 
between leaders and subordinates should be based on trust and mutual respect. Other 
sources of support were found to be team-building and encouraging team work to 
facilitate the sharing of information and resources. According to the Study 1 interviews, 
positive interactions and communications between leaders and subordinates, and among 
team members, increase followers’ self-confidence and motivation. 
Leaders’ support can positively influence follower’s creativity and innovation by 
enhancing their creative self-efficacy (Tierney & Farmer, 2004). This thesis finds that 
supportive leadership is perceived as essential in encouraging employees’ innovative 
behaviour, to help overcome the unavoidable frustration and challenge associated with 
the innovation process. Developing and maintaining a positive and healthy working 
environment and chain of support from supervisors and peers is required. According to 
Cheung and Wong (2010), on a sample of 182 supervisor–subordinate dyads from 
restaurants, hotels, retail stores, banks and travel agents in Hong Kong, there is a 
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positive influence of leader–subordinate support on employees’ creative behaviour. 
Another study on middle managers in German organisations demonstrated that a 
leader’s support for innovative efforts was a predictor of idea generation and 
implementation efforts (Krause 2004).  
Hunter and Cushenbery (2011) asserted that risk is always associated with creative 
endeavours because they may conflict with established routines and traditional 
approaches. Most of the interviewees insisted that a supportive working environment is 
important because if employees perceive their organisation and leader are supportive of 
innovation, they will show more innovative behaviour. The study by Wong and Pang 
(2003a) aimed to identify job-related motivators of creativity in the Hong Kong hotel 
industry by conducting in-depth interviews with hotel professionals at an early stage of 
their research and analysing employees’ perceptions at a later stage. The study 
recommended that support and motivation are among the important determinants of 
employee creativity in the hotel industry. 
The literature has demonstrated that team-based organisations encourage innovation 
(Gupta & Singh 2013). A team is a social system in a group of individuals working 
together toward a common objective. It has been suggested that cooperation among 
team members is significantly important when the accomplishment of the objective 
requires them to share information and resources, work together, and support each 
other, such as in the development of new product (Gupta & Singh 2013). According to 
Amabile (1988), intrinsic motivation is more important than extrinsic reward to 
encourage non-routine behaviours, and money should not be used to motivate 
innovative behaviour. For the purpose of this research, in line with the study of 
Eisenberger and Cameron (1996), it is believed that tangible and material rewards can 
be effective in encouraging innovation if used in conjunction with other leaders’ 
behaviours such as recognition and support. This aligns with Frese, Teng, and Wijnen 
(1999), who found a positive correlation of supervisor support with rewarded 
suggestions. 
The development of the category of supportive leadership was based on leadership 
relation-oriented behaviours developed by Gupta and Singh (2013), comprising 
motivating, supporting, recognising, developing, and informing. The authors defined 
supporting behaviour as ‘Acting friendly and considerate, being patient and helpful, 
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showing sympathy and support when someone is upset or anxious, and being like a 
friend’ and recognition as ‘Providing praise and recognition for effective performance, 
significant achievements, and special contributions, and expressing appreciation for 
someone’s contributions and special efforts’ (p. 73). In this study, drawing on the 
interviewees’ discussions of supportive leadership, developing a supportive and positive 
working environment, providing recognition and rewards to support creativity and 
innovation, and team-building fall into the category of supportive leadership 
behaviours.  
4.5.5 Consultative–advisory 
Several interviewees discussed leadership behaviours related to the concept of 
consultative–advisory leadership described by Krause, Gebert and Kearney (2007). The 
construction of consultative–advisory leader behaviours is based on Krause, Gebert and 
Kearney 's (2007, p. 17) definition: ‘the degree to which the leader influences the 
follower by providing advice, professional guidance, and background information about 
the innovation process’. According to the authors, providing advice and professional 
guidance and sharing background information significantly enhances the subordinates’ 
understanding of the process of innovation and reduces task ambiguity (Krause, Gebert 
and Kearney 2007). In these circumstances, employees are more likely to accept the 
innovation, and as the leader provides guidance and advice they will actively involve 
themselves in the process of idea generation and innovation. The concept of clarifying 
roles has been discussed before as an effective type of leadership behaviour (Yukl 2008; 
Yukl, Gordon & Taber 2002); clarifying roles refers to clear communication of plans, 
ideas and expectations to enhance employees’ understanding of what they are expected 
to do, which in turn results in higher performance. Gupta and Singh (2013), in an 
exploratory study of a sample of 52 R&D scientists in India, found clarifying roles to be 
a task-oriented leadership behaviour with a high potential to promote employees’ 
creativity. Further, clarifying roles is a principal component of directive leadership 
behaviour in the Path-goal theory of leadership (House & Mitchell 1974). This concept 
is defined as giving subordinates clear instructions about tasks and role expectations, 
including what is expected of them, and how and when it is to be done. According to 
the interview data, the roles of informing and clarifying positively influence 
subordinates’ creativity and innovation by reducing ambiguity about their tasks, roles 
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and authority. Skilled and knowledgeable employees are more likely to identify ill-
defined areas and come up with new and useful suggestions.  
It has been suggested that sharing background information with employees shows an 
appreciation for subordinates which stimulates their innovative efforts (Bauer & Green 
1996). Advisory leadership ‘fosters the cognitive adaptation of a process innovation’ 
(Krause, Gebert and Kearney 2007, p.17). This style of leadership also focuses on 
employees’ learning and development in order to improve their skills by providing 
constructive feedback. The analysis reveals that participants believed that organisations 
should design an effective and fair system to evaluate employees’ performance in 
regard to innovative endeavours. According to interviewees, an adequate feedback 
system from managers and peers, appraising subordinates’ new ideas, helps them to put 
their creative thinking on the right track. Jong and Hartog (2007) also identified 
organised feedback as a leadership behaviour promoting subordinates’ innovative 
tendencies. It is suggested that follower’s willingness to perform innovatively depends 
on the feedback received from their ideas and suggestions (Hellstrom & Hellstrom 
2002). Another study found innovative leadership was key in developing working 
conditions that defined individual responsibilities, performance evaluations, and the 
generation of clear and accurate feedback (Carmeli, Reiter-Palmon, & Ziv 2010).  
For the purpose of this study consultative–advisory leadership is defined as leaders’ 
behaviours that focus on employees’ training and development by providing career 
guidance, facilitating information sessions, and setting fair performance assessments. 
Consultative–advisory leadership behaviours also includes clarifying policies, 
procedures and expectations for employees in a non-authoritative way.  
4.5.6 Charismatic 
The managers from the Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts discussed leadership 
behavioural factors that are close to the construct of charismatic leadership as defined 
by Conger and Kanungo (1994). The interview data revealed that innovative leaders 
influence subordinates’ creativity and innovation by articulating an inspirational vision 
(motivating members of the organisation with an inspiring picture of the future), role-
modelling (leading by example, setting high standards by their own approach to work), 
sensitivity to members’ needs (being considerate of subordinates’ personal needs), 
environmental sensitivity (scanning the industry for threats and opportunities to explore 
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new goals for future organisational development). Charismatic leaders display 
behaviours such as role-modelling, goal setting and articulating visions, environmental 
sensitivity and individualised attention to bring about change in the firm (Conger & 
Kanungo 1994). Charismatic leaders have been claimed to motivate and inspire team 
members by communicating a sense of purpose and vision (Avolio & Bass 2004) which 
increases subordinates’ self-efficacy (Scott & Bruce 1998) and engages their value 
systems (Jung, Chow & Wu 2003). The study by Shalley and Perry-Smith (2001) 
indicated that individuals who have creative role models learn what is considered 
creativity and in turn demonstrate more creative behaviour. Similarly, Jaussi and 
Dionne (2003) demonstrated that leaders who act creatively increase creative behaviour 
in subordinates because they offer a creative role model to follow. 
The concept of environmental sensitivity is important in the hotel industry because of 
the turbulent and uncertain business environment (Ottenbacher 2007). To develop an 
inspiring picture of the future, hotel industry leaders need to be aware of new market 
trends and developments. Conger and Kanungo (1994) described environmental 
sensitivity as the first stage of charismatic behaviour before the formulation of a vision 
to change the status quo.  
It is believed that employees in higher-level interpersonal relationships with their 
leaders can be more creative because of the interpersonal support, appreciation and 
recognition they receive (Tierney, Farmer & Graen 1999). The construct of individual 
attention is close to the individualised consideration component of transformational 
leadership (Avolio & Bass 1995). According to Podsakoff et al. (1990), leaders who 
address the individualised and unique needs of their subordinates build a feeling of 
mutual trust and satisfaction in their followers. Zhang, Tsui and Wang (2011) in a study 
of 163 work groups, including 973 employees in Chinese organisations, found 
individualised consideration had the highest correlation with group creativity of all 
transformational leadership factors. The study by Sun et al. (2012) found that providing 
an appropriate model, and articulating vision and individualised support, develops an 
autonomous work environment and increases subordinates’ psychological 
empowerment, which results in higher levels of creativity. Mumford, Connelly and 
Gaddis (2003) described charismatic leadership as a relevant leadership model for 
creativity purposes, while Murphy and Ensher (2008), using the qualitative tool of in-
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depth interviews with 21 TV directors, found that specific charismatic leadership 
behaviours are important in achieving group cooperation and increasing creativity 
among teams.  
‘Charisma’ is derived from an ancient Greek word meaning ‘gift’ (Conger & Kanungo 
1994). It is used to describe a leader with a strong desire to influence others through 
extraordinary approaches (Northouse 2007), and is a most important component of 
transformational leadership. Charismatic or idealised influence describes leadership that 
inspires followers through role-modelling, moral and ethical conduct, and the 
communication of a sense of vision and mission. Conger and Kanungo (1994) focused 
on the charismatic component of transformational leadership to develop a model of 
several behavioural dimensions of charismatic leaders: the interview data of this study 
identifies four behaviours very close to the components of charismatic leadership 
defined by them. This study conceptualises charismatic leadership based on four 
behaviours: role-modelling, articulating an inspirational vision, environmental 
sensitivity, and being sensitive to subordinates’ individual needs. Developing an 
inspirational vision of the future for organisational members, scanning the environment 
to identify threats and opportunities for the organisation, trying to learn from industry 
developments, and providing individualised attention to each subordinate based on their 
needs and differences, characterise charismatic leaders. 
4.5.7 Authoritative 
The findings of this study also revealed leadership behaviours that are discouraging of 
subordinates’ creativity and innovation. Interviewees remarked that such leaders, who 
centralise decision-making in themselves, define non-negotiable rules and regulations 
for followers, and reduce the level of employees’ freedom and autonomy, negatively 
influence subordinate’s innovative attempts. These behaviours are very close to the 
concept of authoritarian leadership put forward by Farh and Cheng (2000). They 
conceptualised the paternalistic leadership framework to have three components: 
authoritarianism, benevolence, and morality. According to the authors, authoritarian 
leaders stress personal power over followers, centralise the authority of decision-
making in themselves, and assert absolute control over subordinates (Cheng et al. 2004; 
Chu 2014). It is expected that their subordinates will not have any impetus to show 
innovative behaviour because the leader is the centre of decision-making and demands 
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absolute obedience. According to Aryee et al. (2007), authoritarian leaders produce a 
group climate of fear which discourages members from problem solving or generating 
new ideas. According to the study by Wong and Pang (2003b), by setting rules and 
regulations to follow, conservative management and corporate bureaucracy become 
barriers to creativity in the context of the hotel industry. Zhang, Tsui and Wang (2011), 
using a sample of 163 work groups (973 employees), found that authoritarian leadership 
is negatively associated with group creativity. This thesis’ qualitative finding also 
suggests that the construct of authoritative leadership is a barrier to employees’ 
creativity and innovation in hotels and resorts. Authoritative leadership includes 
leadership behaviours that assert absolute authority and control over subordinates, 
developing non-negotiable rules and expectations for what needs to be done and how it 
should be done.  
4.6 Summary 
Based on the interview data from the qualitative phase of this study, one way for hotels 
and resorts to encourage innovation is to benefit from their employees’ suggestions and 
ideas, in the development of which leadership plays an important role. Drawing on 
literature and interviews with industry managers, this study identifies seven categories 
of leadership behaviour that are proposed to influence employees’ creativity and 
innovation. The key reasons for conducting interviews were to develop a new 
instrument to measure innovation-enhancing leadership and to contribute to the existing 
literature of leadership by exploring the behaviours of leadership conducive to creativity 
and innovation.  
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Chapter 5    Instrument Development 
5.1 Introduction 
This chapter describes items from the questionnaires used in the survey to collect data 
for this thesis, and the process of developing the instrument to measure innovation-
enhancing leadership behaviours in this study is discussed. The development of this 
instrument was informed by the outcomes of the qualitative data obtained in the first 
phase of the study and the review of the literature outlined in Chapter 4. This chapter 
also discusses the instruments related to an organisational climate supportive of 
innovation, personal initiative, employees’ creativity, and employees’ innovation used 
in this thesis. A pilot study was conducted with 44 respondents, 26 from Australian and 
18 from Iranian hotels and resorts, to evaluate all the instruments in terms of reliability 
and validity before administration of the survey to a larger sample in the quantitative 
phase.  
5.2 Scales Used in the Quantitative Study 
5.2.1 Development of the Innovation-enhancing Leadership Behaviours 
Instrument  
As discussed in Chapter 4, the thematic analysis of information gathered from 
exploratory interviews with hotels and resorts managers in Australia and Iran resulted in 
the development of seven major categories of innovation-enhancing leadership 
behaviour regarded as likely to impact on employees’ creativity and innovation. The 
main purpose of conducting Study 1 (the qualitative phase) was to investigate salient 
leadership behaviours that might influence employees’ creativity and innovation, in 
order to develop a new instrument to measure innovation-enhancing leadership. 
Churchill’s (1979), DeVellis’ (2012) and Hinkin’s (1995) guidelines of scale 
development were followed to ascertain the application of best practices for this 
investigation. Liden and Maslyn (1998) considered the scale development structure put 
forward by DeVellis (1991) and Hinkin (1995) as acceptable to inform the evolution of 
a leader–member exchange scale. The following steps guided the development of the 
innovation-enhancing leadership instrument: 1) a broad review of relevant literature and 
exploratory interviews in order to determine the construct conceptualisation; 2) item 
pool generation using both qualitative data and existing leadership models; 3) 
determining the format of measurement; 4) pre-testing, including academic and industry 
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expert reviews of the item pool in order to enhance content validity; 5) a pilot study to 
evaluate the instruments in terms of reliability and validity, and to optimise scale length, 
6) reassessment of the reliability and validity of instruments in the main study (Chapter 
6, quantitative analysis). The following sections discuss in detail the steps undertaken to 
develop the instrument as well as the design of the survey used in this study, including 
all the measurement instruments.  
5.2.1.1 Determining the Construct Conceptualisation 
Developing good measures requires specifying and clarifying the domain of the 
construct being measured (Churchill 1979; Sethi & King 1991). It has been suggested 
that the literature review and relevant social science theories should be considered to 
conceptualise the theoretical domain of constructs and to clarify the content of scale and 
boundaries of the phenomenon (DeVellis 2012). The leadership literature demonstrates 
that this phenomenon has been conceptualised in various ways depending on who tried 
to define leadership (Bass 1990; Stogdill 1974), but in a comprehensive review of 
leadership theories, Northouse (2007, p. 3) concluded that there are common factors 
that imply leadership is a process of ‘influencing followers toward achievement of 
common goals’. Developing a definition of the construct being measured is crucial to 
clarify the theoretical domain and to determine what is included and what is not 
(Churchill 1979). Accordingly, this thesis has adapted the definition of leadership from 
Northouse (2007) as  
The process of influencing, stimulating and encouraging subordinates to work 
collectively toward achieving shared goals and objectives  
The outcomes of the exploratory interviews with industry managers served to clarify 
and specify the construct of leadership in inspiring creativity and innovation. As 
discussed in Chapter 4, drawing on existing theories of leadership in the literature and 
the thematic analysis of interviews, this thesis identified seven categories of leadership 
behaviour that are likely to influence, encourage and stimulate employees’ creativity 
and innovation. Hinkin (1995) indicated that for new measures it is essential to link 
items clearly to the relevant theoretical domain and construct definition.  
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5.2.1.2 Item Pool Generation 
It is necessary that items clearly and effectively reflect the construct of interest. It is 
critical to understand and consider what the scale is designed to measure and to develop 
items that accurately capture the essence of the construct, as they are the indicators of 
the scale (Churchill 1979; DeVellis 2012).  
To generate an appropriate item pool relating to the construct, items were based on the 
interview transcripts, raw data that represented the perceptions of respondents in regard 
to leadership behaviours, and on the existing theories closely related to each category of 
innovative leadership behaviour. Multiple and seemingly redundant items may be useful 
at the initial stage to capture a similar idea in different ways (DeVellis 2012). This 
approach provides a more precise foundation for the final measure (Churchill 1979), as 
the researcher has the opportunity to compare and select at later stages. Although there 
is no specific guideline to determine the number of items, ‘in general the larger the item 
pools the better’ (DeVellis 2012, p. 80).  
The initial item pool of this study included 87 items developed to represent seven 
categories of leadership behaviour (empowering, participative, innovative-oriented, 
supportive, consultative–advisory, charismatic and authoritative). Items were generated 
from a clear understanding of the relevant theories in the literature as well as of 
interviewee’s reported experiences and perceptions of innovation-enhancing leadership 
behaviours in their work settings. At this stage, 12 to 13 items were developed to 
capture items addressing each category of leadership behaviour and its related 
dimensions. Several factors were considered regarding the wording of items, such as 
ambiguity, length, and reading difficulty level. According to DeVellis (2012, p. 81) 
different characteristics of a good item that needs to be taken into account. A good item 
should be ‘unambiguous’, ‘not be lengthy’, but ‘clear’ and ‘easy to read and 
understand’, ‘not to be double barrelled such as multiple negatives’. De Vaus (2002) 
suggested that leading questions be avoided and neutral questions which do not 
influence the respondent’s answer should be used; similarly, words such as ‘not’, and 
all-inclusive and all-exclusive words (e.g. all, nothing, none) might cause difficulties in 
understanding a questions. It is important that the researcher designs questions 
considering respondents’ knowledge and information about the area under study (De 
Vaus 2002). Clark and Watson (1995) considered the reading level of the target 
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population and suggested that items should be developed in such a way as to be 
understandable for respondents with only a modest education. In order to obtain a good 
set of items that are clear and easy to understand, the researcher considered the 
suggestions made by other scholars in this field (De Vaus 2002; DeVellis 2012), wrote 
different versions of items and selected those that captured the central ideas, could be 
clearly understood by respondents, did not cause confusion and were not ambiguous. To 
ascertain that the items were appropriate for the context of this research, easy to 
understand and respond to, the pre-test was designed to gather feedback on different 
perspectives relevant to this research, from academics and from participants in both 
Australian and Iranian hotels.  
Categorical theme analysis (Gioia & Thomas 1996) was adapted to further categorise 
the concepts and terms of initial items to a higher level of abstraction and aggregate 
similar ideas. The initial items pool served as a source for a large number of items 
relevant to the categories of innovation-enhancing leadership behaviour identified in the 
qualitative stage. Manual category theme analysis assisted the researcher to develop a 
scale from the initial item pool by eliminating those reflecting similar meanings and 
concepts. The category theme analysis resulted in 56 items representing seven 
categories of innovation-enhancing leadership behaviour. 
5.2.1.3 Determining the Format of Measurement  
The format of measurement should be determined at the same time as item generation 
occurs to ascertain that the response options reflect the intended use of scale and the 
nature of the latent variable (DeVellis 2012). Hinkin’s (1995) review of articles 
involving scale development procedures indicated that Likert scaling is the most-used 
format of measurement. According to Clark and Watson (1995) there are different 
response formats for Likert scales, including frequency (ever to always), degree or 
extent (not at all to very much) and agreement (strongly agree to strongly disagree). 
Considering the nature of innovation-enhancing leadership items developed in this 
study, Likert scaling with an agreement response was selected as appropriate. In regard 
to the number of response points, Clark and Watson (1995) indicated that providing 
more alternatives may not necessarily enhance validity and reliability, and having too 
many alternatives can make it difficult for respondents to distinguish between them, 
which causes random responding and reduces validity. Hinkin (1995) noted that a 5-
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point response was used in more than half of the sampled studies. Lissitz and Green 
(1975) found that reliability increases with the number of scale points, but levels off 
after five. The literature shows several leadership instruments developed with a 5-point 
Likert scale, including a transformational leadership instrument (Bass & Avolio 2004), 
a leader behaviour scale in an R&D context (Gupta & Singh 2013), and an empowering 
leadership scale (Babakus et al. 2003). Likert scaling is also common for measuring 
attitudes, opinions and beliefs (DeVellis 2012). Hence, the response format for 
measuring innovation-enhancing leadership included five possible responses: ‘strongly 
disagree’, ‘disagree’, ‘neither agree nor disagree’, ‘agree’, and ‘strongly agree’, to 
capture the opinions of respondents clearly. In this scaling strategy, the respondents 
select from varying degrees of agreement with or endorsement of the statement.  
5.2.1.4 Pre-test  
To ascertain accuracy and content validity, findings need to be checked by experts and 
persons knowledgeable in that area (Creswell 2003; DeVellis 2012). Two different 
types of expert review were designed and conducted in this study: industry and 
academic. 
According to Creswell (2003), qualitative researchers should consider using member-
checking, which means the final report should go back to the respondents to check the 
accuracy of the data. In order to determine that the qualitative findings were accurate 
and that the researcher’s conceptualisation of leadership behaviours matched the 
respondents’ perspectives, all interviewees were invited to participate in the industry 
expert review. Four agreed to review and comment on the scale. In addition, following 
DeVellis (2012) guidelines on scale development, a group of academics knowledgeable 
in the field reviewed the item pool to verify the validity and clarity of the items. The 
leadership scale was provided to four faculty members from the school of management, 
RMIT University, and because the instrument was developed to measure the 
perceptions of innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours in the context of hotels and 
resorts, one academic member of RMIT University whose the area of expertise is 
tourism and hospitality was invited to participate. This is in line with Barbuto and 
Wheeler (2006), who in the process of developing a servant leadership measure used 
academic members as expert judges to establish face validity of their questionnaire. 
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The expert reviewers were asked to provide feedback regarding the relevance of items 
to the construct of interest, whether they measured what they were supposed to, their 
clarity, user-friendliness and ease of understanding. The expert review enhanced the 
content validity in several ways, ‘either confirming or invalidating the definition of 
themes’, ‘considering how relevant the items are to the concept they intend to measure’, 
‘evaluating the clarity’, and ‘suggesting new ways of capturing the construct’ (DeVellis 
2012, p. 100), and also assisted by editing items to enhance clarity and identifying other 
items for elimination. Accordingly, the items were revised, rephrased or removed based 
on the comments received on the survey length, language, and item meaning, and the 
relevance to each category of leadership behaviour as well as the overall construct of 
innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours. Ten items were eliminated on grounds of 
ambiguity and survey length. The academic and industry expert reviews commented on 
the survey as too long, which might cause non-completion and lack of concentration for 
respondents. From these reviews, and using category theme analysis, the innovation-
enhancing leadership scale was finalised with 46 items in seven categories of leadership 
behaviour. Table 5.1 presents the seven categories of leadership behaviour and the scale 
items that were retained after expert review. 
Section 5.3 of this chapter describes the outcomes of the pilot study that served to assess 
the reliability and validity of the newly developed innovation-enhancing leadership 
instrument and to optimise scale length. Further steps in the development of the 
innovation-enhancing leadership scale are presented in Chapter 6 (quantitative data 
analysis). Reliability analysis and exploratory factor analysis were conducted again to 
evaluate the internal consistency and validity of the scale with its new data (Churchill 
1979; Sethi & King 1991). A larger sample from the main study’s (quantitative phase) 
data collection allowed the researcher to use AMOS to confirm the factor structure, and 









Empowering 1. Empowers me to make important decisions and take control over how to accomplish my tasks 
2. Grants me considerable responsibility and autonomy in handling guests’ problems 
3. Gives me degrees of freedom to add personal input to policies and procedures to resolve problems 
4. Encourages me to take a self-starting approach 
5. Provides me the opportunity to apply my own decisions 
6. Encourages me to seize opportunities in order to achieve our goals and objectives 
Participative 7. Involves me in decision-making and my ideas are listened to and valued 
8. Consults with subordinates when making important decisions that might impact on them 
9. Communicates effectively with subordinates and colleagues 
10. Appreciates and recognises my contribution and my extra effort toward achievement of our 
goals 
11. Provides me opportunities to contribute to hotel/resort practices 




13. Encourages and promotes creative thinking in accomplishing tasks 
14. Is willing to consider different opinions and suggestions to improve things and solve problems 
15. Organises meetings to give subordinates the opportunity to voice their ideas and suggestions 
16. Encourages subordinates to reconsider some of their own ideas they have never questioned 
before 
17. Modifies the subordinates’ new ideas and suggestions to make them more efficient and put them 
in right channels 
18. Communicates subordinates’ insightful ideas to superiors on their behalf to facilitate their 
implementation  
19. Determines how to use personnel and resources to put new ideas into practice successfully 
Supportive  
 
20. Focuses on developing a supportive network of relationships among individuals throughout the 
hotel 
21. Searches continuously to enhance the working environment 
22. Provides continuous support and encouragement when we are dealing with stressful and 
challenging tasks 
23. Shares ideas with groups of people and encourages cooperation 
24. Encourages positive interactions and collaboration among employees 
25. Displays associate appreciation and recognition to value subordinates’ creative contributions and 
special efforts 




27. Nominates subordinates for relevant training courses and information sessions 
28. Provides fair and constructive feedback regarding subordinates’ performance 
29. Regularly runs employee appraisals and nominates employees from different departments based 
on their achievements 
30. Sets achievable and fair expectations in regard to performance assessments 
31. Provides career guidance to help subordinates acquire the diversity of skills needed in their 
professional role 
32. Provides me the opportunity to learn from my mistakes and suggests a better solution for next 
time 
33. Clarifies expectations, responsibilities and scope of authority 
Charismatic  
 
34. Models what expects others to do 
35. Is inspirational and able to motivate subordinates to work together toward the hotel’s goals and 
objectives 
36. Creates and expresses a clear vision of the future and brings up new ideas about possibilities and 
opportunities for the future 
37. Recognises new opportunities and barriers in the industry that may facilitate or hinder the 
achievement of hotel objectives 
38. Creates and shares sustainability goals and guiding practices to follow social and ethical best 
practice in our day-to-day activities 
39. Provides learning and development programs based on individual needs of employees 
40. Provides individualised attention to each subordinate 
41. Shows no favouritism but is absolutely fair in interactions with subordinates 
Authoritative  
(reverse coded)  
42. Centralises decisions on him/herself and sets non-negotiable rules and regulations to follow  
43. Is constantly controlling and directing of subordinates in their tasks 
44. Builds gaps and distances between herself/himself and subordinates by stressing role distinctions 
45. Discourages others from making decisions and taking independent action 
46. Doesn’t praise subordinates’ achievements 
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5.2.2 Employees’ Creativity and Employees’ Innovation 
As discussed in the literature review, drawing on Dorenbosch, van Engen and Verhagen 
(2005) and Krause (2004), this thesis identified two distinct, main factors of innovative 
behaviour: creativity and innovation. Creativity is defined in the literature as the 
generation and production of new ideas (Axtell et al. 2000; Oldham & Cummings 
1996), consisting of two dimensions, idea exploration (or problem recognition) and idea 
generation (Dorenbosch, van Engen & Verhagen 2005; Jong & Hartog 2010). 
Innovation is the implementation and incorporation of creative ideas or practices within 
the organisation (Axtell et al. 2000; Oldham & Cummings 1996). Innovation also 
consists of two dimensions: idea championing (or idea promotion) and idea 
implementation (Dorenbosch, van Engen & Verhagen 2005; Jong & Hartog 2010). In 
order to capture the aspects of each phase, this study developed a reference document 
based on the literature review, consisting of six existing measures of creativity and 
innovation which has been used widely in the literature, and the internal reliability and 
validity established by prior studies (Table 5.2). The selection of items was based on 
what interviewees in the qualitative phase demonstrated of employees’ creativity and 
innovation in their daily activities. This approach was intended to make the 
questionnaire less abstract and more tailored for the purpose of this study (Dorenbosch, 
van Engen & Verhagen 2005). The initial item pool consisted of 16 items each for 
employees’ creativity and employees’ innovation. As in the innovation-enhancing 
leadership scale development, employees’ creativity and innovation instruments were 
subjected to expert review to enhance the content validity. Five RMIT University 
faculty members reviewed the scale and assisted in selecting items relevant to the 
concepts of creativity and innovation. The scales were further tested in a pilot study to 
evaluate the internal reliability and validity of the construct before the quantitative 
phase (Study 2) data collection.  
To construct the employees’ creativity measure, 11 items were borrowed from 
Dorenbosch van Engen & Verhagen (2005), Janssen (2000), Jong and Hartog (2010), 
Krause (2004), and McMurray and Dorai (2003) to assess idea exploration and idea 
generation.
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Table 5.2 Innovative behaviour measures  
Author  Coefficient Alpha Dimensions Sample of Items 
Janssen (2000), Innovative 
work behaviour 
α: 0.95-0.96 Idea generation  
Idea promotion  
Idea realisation 
Idea generation:  
Creating new ideas for different issues 
Idea promotion: 
Mobilising support for innovative ideas 
Idea realisation: 
Transforming innovative ideas into useful applications 
Scott & Bruce (1994), 
Innovative Behaviour 
α: 0.89 Multistage process: Problem recognition, 
Idea generation, Seek sponsorship of an 
idea, Providing a prototype or a model that 
can be touched or experienced 
-Searches out new technologies, processes, techniques, and/or 
product ideas 
-Generates creative ideas 
-Develops adequate plans and schedules for the implementation 
of new ideas 
Jong & Hartog (2010), 
Innovative work behaviour 
α: > 0.70 Multidimensional construct consisting of 
four behaviours: Idea exploration, Idea 
generation, Idea championing, Idea 
implementation 
-Pays attention to issues that are not part of daily work 
-Searches out new working methods, techniques or instruments  
Krause 2004, Innovative 
Behaviour 
Generation and testing of ideas  
α: 0.78 
Implementation the results of 
innovation 
α: 0.81 
Two main factors: Generation and testing 
of ideas; 
Implementation: the results of innovation  
 
Factor 1: Generation and testing of ideas: 
-I invested time and energy to find better variants 
Factor 2: Implementation: the result of the innovation 
process is that… 
-The result of the innovation process is that I implemented the 
project idea in my area of work 
Dorenbosch, van Engen and 








Two main factors: Creativity oriented 
behaviour:  
Problem recognition, idea generation 
Implementation oriented behaviour: 
Idea promotion, application 
Creativity-oriented work behaviour: 
-Actively think along concerning improvements in the work of 
direct colleagues? 
Implementation-oriented work behaviour: 
-Realise ideas within your department/ organisation with an 
amount of persistence? 
 
McMurray & Dorai 2003 Individual Innovation 
α: 0.78 
Four dimensions:  
Organisational innovation, Innovation 




-At my work I sometimes demonstrate originality. 
-My work requires me to make innovative decisions. 
 
Source: author  
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To measure employees’ innovation (idea championing and idea implementation), 11 
items were adapted from Scott and Bruce (1994), Janssen (2000), Jong and Hartog 
(2010), McMurray and Dorai (2003), and Dorenbosch, van Engen and Verhagen (2005) 
to evaluate idea championing and idea implementation. The items were anchored to a 
five-point Likert scale, ranging from (1) ‘strongly disagree’ to (5) ‘strongly agree’, and 
measured employees’ creative and innovation. Table 5.3 represents the scales of 
employees’ creativity and innovation with reference to the scales that the items were 
adapted from. 
In the literature, supervisory rating is often used to assess an individual’s creativity and 
innovation (Oldham & Cummings, 1996; Scott & Bruce, 1994; Tierney, Farmer & 
Graen, 1999), and it is suggested that the ideal way is to collect both supervisory and 
objective measures to check convergence between the two types of measure (George & 
Zhou 1996). Some of the studies using this approach to investigate employees’ 
creativity and innovation found that the results across both measures were significantly 
correlated (Scott & Bruce 1994; Tierney, Farmer & Graen, 1999); however, other 
studies used self-rating scales of employees’ innovative output (Axtell et al. 2000). Jong 
and Hartog (2010) argued that the supervisors’ ratings may be biased because of their 
overall, holistic view of a certain subordinate’s capabilities or accomplishments; and 
Janssen (2000) argued that the supervisory rating might disregard genuine innovative 
attempts by employees and only captures those aimed to impress the supervisor. 
Therefore, this thesis used self-rating measures of creativity and innovation. 
The qualitative interview outcomes similarly demonstrated that some part of 
employees’ creative idea generation and innovation might be in regard to guest 
disputes, or in responding to guest demands in the absence of managers. In such 
situations managers might not observe employees’ innovative endeavours. In addition, 




Table 5.3 Employees’ creativity and employees’ innovation instruments  
EMPLOYEES’ CREATIVITY 
Idea Exploration 1. I am constantly thinking of new ideas to improve my workplace (McMurray & 
Dorai 2003) 
2. I invest time and energy to find better variants (Krause 2004) 
3. I wonder how things can be improved (Jong & Hartog 2010) 
4. I pay attention to issues that are not part of my daily work (Jong & Hartog 
2010) 
5. I search out new working methods, techniques or instruments (Jong & Hartog 
2010) 
6. During the process of innovation, I talk about the problem with others (e.g. 
experts) to develop something new (Krause 2004) 
Idea Generation 7. I generate ideas to improve or renew services my department provides 
(Dorenbosch, van Engen & Verhagen 2005) 
8. I find new approaches to execute tasks (Jong & Hartog 2010) 
9. I create new ideas for different issues (Janssen 2000) 
10. I generate new solutions to old problems (Dorenbosch, van Engen & 
Verhagen 2005) 
11. I generate ideas on how to optimise knowledge and skills within my 
department (Dorenbosch, van Engen & Verhagen 2005) 
EMPLOYEES’ INNOVATION 
Idea Championing 1. In collaboration with colleagues, I get to transform new ideas in such a way 
that they become applicable in practice (Dorenbosch, van Engen & 
Verhagen 2005) 
2. I mobilise support from colleagues for my ideas and solutions (Dorenbosch, 
van Engen & Verhagen 2005) 
3. I make important organisational members enthusiastic about innovative 
ideas (Jong & Hartog 2010) 
4. I investigate and secure funds needed to implement new ideas (Scott & 
Bruce 1994) 
5. I make time to pursue my own ideas or projects (McMurray & Dorai 2003) 
Idea Implementation 6. I eliminate obstacles in the process of idea implementation (Dorenbosch, 
van Engen & Verhagen 2005) 
7. I systematically introduce innovative ideas into work practices (Jong & 
Hartog 2010) 
8. I contribute to the implementation of new ideas (Jong & Hartog 2010) 
9. I develop adequate plans and schedules for the implementation of new ideas 
(Scott & Bruce 1994) 
10. I Transform innovative ideas into useful applications (Janssen 2000) 
11. I evaluate the utility of innovative ideas (Janssen 2000) 
5.2.3 Organisational Climate Supportive of Innovation 
The organisational climate measured using the ‘organisational climate supportive of 
innovation’ scale developed by Scott and Bruce (1994). This scale constitutes of two 
dimensions, ‘support for innovation’ and ‘resource supply’. ‘Support for innovation’ 
demonstrates to what extent individuals view the organisational climate to be supportive 
of innovation attempts and tolerant of members’ diversity (e.g. ‘this organisation can be 
described as flexible and continually adapting to change’, ‘creativity is encouraged 
here’, and ‘this organisation is open and responsive to change’). ‘Resource supply’ 
assesses the degree to which resources, including human resources, financial resources 
and time, are perceived as sufficient in the organisation (e.g. ‘there are adequate 
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resources devoted to innovation in this organisation’, ‘this organisation gives me free 
time to pursue creative ideas during the workday’. The scale includes 22 items, rated on 
a 5-point Likert scale ranging from (1) ‘strongly disagree’ to (5) ‘strongly agree’. This 
measure displayed acceptable internal reliability, (α: 0.92) for support for innovation, 
and (α: 0.77) for ‘resource supply’ dimension. The reliability and validity of the scale 
used in this study has been confirmed by previous research (Scott & Bruce 1994; Jung, 
Chow and Wu 2003; Eisenbeiss, van Knippenberg & Boerner 2008).  
5.2.4 Personal Initiative 
The measure of personal initiative was adapted from the 7-item measure of self-reported 
initiative by Frese et al. (1997), and displayed adequate reliability (α: 0.83). Answers 
were given on a 5-point scale ranging from ‘1: strongly disagree’ to ‘5: strongly agree’. 
The scale’s internal reliability has been approved by prior studies (Miron, Erez & 
Naveh 2004; Binnewies, Ohly & Sonnentag 2007; Ohly, Sonnentag & Pluntke 2006; 
Stroppa & Spieb 2010). Examples of items are, ‘whenever something goes wrong, I 
search for a solution immediately’, ‘I take initiative immediately, even when others 
don’t do it’, ‘I am particularly good at realising ideas’. 
5.3 Pilot Study 
The next stage of scale development is administering the item pool to respondents in 
order to evaluate the scale reliability and validity in an empirical study (Churchill 1979; 
DeVellis 2012; Sethi & King 1991). The pilot testing assisted in testing the whole 
survey questionnaire, including new instruments and existing ones. The first step was to 
gather the academic and industry experts’ (five academic members of RMIT University 
and four interviewees) insights in regard to the full questionnaire design. De Vaus 
(2002) suggested that questions should fit together and the overall survey demonstrate a 
flow between different sections. The experts’ comments helped to check the property 
and flow of the questionnaire. Each section was separated by a boxed instruction, which 
guided respondents in how to answer and provided a brief pause between sections.  
The researcher considered conducting a pilot test with small sample, as a way to refine 
the measure and optimise the scale length before administering the survey to a larger 
sample. This is in line with Clark and Watson (1995), who recommended considering 
preliminary pilot testing on a convenience sample before collecting the main data. 
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Churchill (1979) suggested that the coefficient alpha, as the recommended measure of 
internal consistency of items, should be the first measure to examine the instrument’s 
quality. Coefficient alpha is the most widely used indicator of a scale’s quality and 
reliability (DeVellis 2012, Oppenheim 1998). It is essential to ensure that questions 
(items) are related to the construct of interest; also that the designed items share 
something in common (Oppenheim 1998). The pilot study served as a way to conduct 
factor analysis, recommended to determine the number of latent variables (Churchill 
1979; DeVellis 2012; Hinkin 1995; Sethi & King 1991). Factor analysis assisted in 
determining the latent variables underlying a set of items, and in evaluating the 
performance of items (DeVellis 2012). The individual items that fitted into multiple 
categories or loaded under the acceptable level were considered for elimination. The 
subsequent reliability analysis conducted after elimination of items assured a 
satisfactory coefficient was obtained (Churchill 1979).  
In addition to the innovation-enhancing leadership instrument, the other measures used 
in this study were subjected to a pilot study to ascertain their internal consistency and 
validity before they were administered in the major quantitative data collection (Study 
2). The sample size for the pilot testing was 10% of the final study size (Connelly 
2008). According to Hertzog (2008), a 10 to 40 sample size is appropriate for a variety 
of aims, and time and cost constraints should guide the researcher’s decision as well. As 
discussed in Chapter 3, based on the recommendation of Sekaran and Bougie (2010) the 
main study required more than 384 participants to achieve a representative sample; so 
39 participants would be adequate for the pilot study. The pilot study was conducted in 
early January 2014 and involved 44 employees from managerial and non-managerial 
(staff) positions in 3-, 4- and 5-star Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts. The data 
collection and sampling procedures of the pilot study were discussed in Chapter 3.  
5.3.1 Demographic Analysis 
The sampling distribution of the participants is presented in Table 5.4). The distribution 
of sample based on gender shows more than half of participants were male (56%) with 
19 female respondents (43.2%). The participants were grouped in five age categories. 
The majority are those from the middle groups, between 25–30 and 31–40, which 
account for 40% and 50% of respondents respectively. The youngest and oldest groups, 
below 25 and above 51, each made up 2.3% of the sample. 
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In terms of educational level, the largest group of respondents held a bachelor’s (40%) 
or master’s degree (27.3%), and 11.4% of the sample group held a doctorate of 
philosophy. A certificate or diploma, the lowest level of education, was held by 13.6% 
of participants. The distribution of sample based on educational level demonstrates that 
the sample study is well educated overall, with 79.6% of respondents holding degrees. 
In regard to job position, the majority (59.1%) were in non-managerial positions, and 
40.9% of respondents reported working in managerial or supervisory roles. Since this 
study collected data from the Australian and Iranian hotel industry, respondents were 
asked to indicate which country they were currently working in. Approximately 59.1% 
were in the Australian industry and participants from Iran made up 40.9% of the 
sample. 
In terms of tenure with the hotel industry, the majority of respondents (43.2%) had 
worked one to three years in the current organisation. Roughly close numbers of 
employees had worked more than seven years (25%), and four to seven (20.5%) years 
for the organisation. About 11.4% had recently joined the organisation (less than one 
year). The distribution of sample based on the organisation type indicates the majority 
of employees who took the survey were working in hotels (52.3%), local chains 
(43.2%) and 5-star establishments (43.2%). This is followed by employees from hotels 
and resorts (31.8%), non-chain hotels (29.5%) and 4-star establishments (31.8%). Only 
9.1% were from resorts and 6.8% from boutique hotels. Approximately 27% of 
employees reported working for international chains and 25% for 3-star hotels.  
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Table 5.4 Demographic analysis of pilot study 
 Category Frequency Per cent 
Gender 
Female 25 56.8 
Male 19 43.2 
Age 
Below 25 1 2.3 
25–30 18 40.9 
31–40 22 50.0 
41–50 2 4.5 
Above 51 1 2.3 
Highest level of 
education 
 
Secondary education 3 6.8 
Certificate/diploma 6 13.6 
Bachelors degree 18 40.9 
Masters degree 12 27.3 
PhD 5 11.4 
Country currently 
working in 
Australia 26 59.1 
Iran 18 40.9 
Organisational level 
Manager/supervisor 18 40.9 
Staff 26 59.1 
Tenure in the present 
organisation 
<1 year 5 11.4 
1–3 years 19 43.2 
4–7 years 9 20.5 
>7 years 11 25 
Hotel category  
Hotel  23 52.3 
Resort 4 9.1 
Hotel & resort  14 31.8 
Boutique hotel  3 6.8 
Type of organisation  
Local chain 19 43.2 




Hotel star rating 
3-star 11 25 
4-star 14 31.8 
5-star 19 43.2 
 
5.3.2 Reliability Analysis 
Alpha is an indicator of scale quality: how well the sample of items captures the 
construct (Sekaran & Bougie 2010); it should be considered as part of the testing stage 
of scale development (Hinkin 1995). Problems such as items’ negative correlations, 
poor variability, and low item–scale correlations reduce alpha (DeVellis 2012), so it is 
imperative to test the reliability coefficient at early stages of scale development, before 
the major data collection. It is suggested that Cronbach’s alpha for all items under each 
criterion must be over 0.7 to indicate the reliability of the construct (DeVellis 2012; 
Spector 1992). DeVellis (2012) considered an alpha between 0.7 and 0.8 respectable, 
between 0.8 and 0.9 very good; however, an alpha higher than what the researcher 
wants is advised for the purpose of scale development, because sometimes it declines in 
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a context other than the one used for its development. Cronbach’s alpha was measured 
for each of the variables as well as their underlying dimensions.  
Table 5.5 Reliability score for innovation-enhancing leadership scale  




Empowering .845 6 
Participative .864 6 
Innovation-oriented .789 7 
Supportive .810 7 
Consultative–advisory .731 7 
Charismatic .872 8 
Authoritative .787 5 
 
For the purpose of this thesis, the dimensions that presented adequate reliabilities (α > 
.07) were retained in the actual survey, and the ones below this rate were eliminated 
since reliability is a precondition of validity (Nunnally & Bernstein 1994).  
The Cronbach’s alpha test was conducted to assess the reliability of all the measurement 
instruments. Cronbach’s alpha was higher than 0.7 for all of the factors underlying the 
innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours instrument. Cronbach’s alpha for ‘a 
climate supportive of innovation’ was not adequate (α: 0.494): according to DeVellis 
(2012) a score below 0.6 is unacceptable. This study used ‘climate for innovation’ 
developed by Scott and Bruce (1994) with two dimensions, ‘support for innovation’ and 
‘resource supply’. This measure demonstrated acceptable internal reliability (α: 0.92) 
for ‘support for innovation’ and (α: 0.77) for ‘resource supply’ in a sample of engineers, 
scientists, and technicians of a major US industrial corporation (Scott & Bruce 1994). 
The reliability and validity of this scale has also been confirmed in other studies 
(Eisenbeiss, van Knippenberg & Boerner 2008; Jung, Chow & Wu 2003; Scott & Bruce 
1994). Further analysis revealed the internal reliability of ‘resource supply’ was 
insufficient (α: 360); hence, the resource supply dimension, with six items, was 
removed from the measurement of ‘climate for innovation’. Further, item C20 ‘In my 
organisation, the reward system encourages innovation’, and C21 ‘In my organisation, it 
publicly recognises those who are innovative’ were deleted to enhance the Cronbach’s 
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alpha for the ‘climate for innovation’ scale. Removing C (20) and C (21) increased 
Cronbach’s alpha to 0.766, which is respectable (DeVellis 2012).  
In this way, for the main study ‘climate supportive of innovation’ was finalised based 
on 14 items. Table 5.6 represents the results of the reliability test for an organisational 
climate supportive innovation after removing eight items due to low internal 
consistency. 
Table 5.6 Reliability score for the climate supportive of innovation scale  
Organisational Climate supportive of Innovation 
Cronbach’s Alpha Number of Items 
.766 14 
Item Total Statistics 
 
Scale mean if item 
deleted 





if item deleted 
C1 39.0000 47.023 -.520 .800 
C2 38.9091 47.992 -.545 .809 
C3 39.7727 44.831 -.187 .791 
C4R 40.2273 34.552 .549 .733 
C5R 40.6364 31.446 .822 .697 
C6 39.2955 49.004 -.665 .814 
C7R 40.7273 32.110 .875 .696 
C8R 40.7045 35.329 .718 .721 
C9R 40.5682 34.205 .827 .710 
C10 39.3182 50.734 -.758 .826 
C11R 40.7273 30.575 .879 .688 
C12R 40.5000 32.209 .788 .703 
C13R 40.6364 33.539 .807 .708 
C22R 40.9318 31.925 .743 .707 
 
Cronbach’s alpha was computed for the measures of employees’ creativity (α: .951), 
employees’ innovation (α: .948), and personal initiative (α: .852), as well as for the 
dimensions underlying each variable, as presented in the following tables. The outcome 
of reliability analysis indicated acceptable statistical levels for all variables and 




Table 5.7 Reliability score for employees’ creativity scale  
Idea Exploration 
Cronbach’s Alpha Number of Items 
.906 6 
Idea Generation 
Cronbach’s Alpha Number of Items 
.906 5 
 
Table 5.8 Reliability score for employees’ innovation scale  
Idea Championing 
Cronbach’s Alpha Number of Items 
.881 5 
Idea Implementation 
Cronbach’s Alpha Number of Items 
.928 6 
 
Table 5.9 Reliability score for personal initiative scale 
Personal Initiative 
Cronbach’s Alpha Number of Items 
.852 7 
 
5.3.3 Exploratory Factor Analysis 
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was conducted using principal component factor 
analysis and Varimax rotation. This is in line with Sethi and King (1991), who used 
principal component analysis and Varimax rotation among various exploratory factor 
analysis methods in their 8-steps model to enhance reliability and validity. Pre-analysis 
tests for the suitability of the data for factor analysis were conducted following Hair et 
al.’s (2010) recommendations. Evaluations were based on two criteria: item loading 
significance and factor structure (Sethi & King 1991). It is suggested that factor 
loadings should preferably be over 0.50, while cross-loadings should not exceed 0.30 
(Hair et al. 2010; Kaiser 1974). The process of eliminating items based on the outcomes 
of factor analysis continued until a stable solution was found, and this was followed by 
another reliability analysis of instruments to that assure removing items did not 
influence the scale’s internal consistency.  
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Initially there were 46 items representing innovation-enhancing leadership, six each for 
empowering and participative, seven each for innovative-oriented, consultative–
advisory and supportive, eight for charismatic, and five for authoritative. In the EFA 
process, nine items were deleted: one for empowering (item 4), one representing 
innovative-oriented (item 13), 3 for supportive (items 20, 21, and 24), one representing 
consultative–advisory (item 29), 2 for charismatic (item 35 and 41), and 1 representing 
authoritative (item 42): these were low loadings or items not loading onto their 
corresponding constructs. A selection process applying the criteria suggested by Hair et 
al. (2010) resulted in a 37-item scale. The decision to remove items was taken with the 
consideration that deleting items should not affect the conceptualisation of each 
construct. The Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy was 0.614, 
which reached the minimum value for a good factor analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell 
2001); the Bartlett test of sphericity was highly significant at p < 0.001, indicating 
suitability of the data. According to the EFA results, seven factors of innovation-
enhancing leadership extracted in the Varimax rotation matrix accounted for 75% of the 
variance. The leadership scale finalised at this stage including 37 items representing 
seven behavioural categories of innovative leadership. Exploratory factor analysis 
assisted in examining convergent and discriminant validity. In the main study on a large 
sample, another exploratory factor analysis and the confirmatory factor analysis were 
employed to obtain more rigorous tests of the dimensionality of innovation-enhancing 
leadership scale (Chapter 6). The reliability check using Cronbach’s alpha was repeated 
for the innovation-enhancing leadership scale and demonstrated a satisfactory outcome 
for all variables (α: >0.7). 
Of the 14 items representing climate supportive of innovation scale, eight were removed 
to optimise the reliability of the scale. The outcome of factor analysis revealed the 
KMO measure of sampling adequacy 0.743, and the Bartlett test of sphericity was 
highly significant at p < 0.001, indicating suitability of the data. All 14 items 
representing the construct of climate for innovation loaded above 0.50, and were 
retained for the main study.  
The EFA for the employees’ creativity measure revealed a very good KMO score of 
0.861. Bartlett’s test of sphericity returned a favourable result of 0.000, which indicates 
correlation among the variables. Of the six items representing idea exploration and five 
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for idea generation, all loaded over 0.50 and onto their corresponding construct, so the 
employees’ creativity measure was finalised with 11 items for the main study. 
Similarly, the EFA for employees’ innovation revealed a very good KMO of 0.825 and 
Bartlett’s test achieved a favourable result of 0.000. Five items representing idea 
championing, and six representing idea implementation, all loaded above the acceptable 
vale of 0.05 and onto their respective construct; hence, the employees’ innovation 
measure with 11 items representing idea championing and idea implementation was 
finalised for the main study data collection. 
The EFA for personal initiative demonstrated an acceptable score of 0.656, and 
significant result of Bartlett’s test of sphericity (0.000). The seven items measuring 
personal initiative all loaded above the acceptable value of 0.05. The personal initiative 
scale with seven items was finalised at this stage for the main study.  
5.4 Descriptions of Survey Used in the Quantitative Study 
The survey questionnaire ‘Creativity and Innovation in Hotels and Resorts’ comprised 
89 questions (See Appendix G). The questionnaire was designed using Qualtrics Survey 
Software, and consisted of six main sections: demographic data, innovation-enhancing 
leadership, organisational climate for innovation, personal initiative, employees’ 
creativity, and employees’ innovation. All sections were preceded by instructions on 
how to answer.  
The first section contained nine items capturing data relating to gender, age, highest 
level of education, organisational level, nationality, country currently worked in, tenure, 
hotel category, organisation type, and star rating. The second section included 37 items 
anchored to a five-point Likert scale, from 1: strongly disagree to 5: strongly agree. 
Respondents were asked to rate their immediate manager/supervisor based on their 
perception of her/his behaviour. Five items each represented empowering, participative, 
and supportive leadership behaviours, and six represented innovative-oriented, 
consultative–advisory, and charismatic leadership behaviours; authoritative leadership 
behaviours were measured with four items.  
Section 3 comprised 14 items related to the organisational climate supportive of 
innovation (Scott & Bruce 1994). These were anchored to a five-point Likert scale from 
1: strongly disagree to 5: strongly agree. Section 4 addressed personal initiative with 
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seven items (Frese et al. 1997), again anchored to a five-point Likert scale from 1: 
strongly disagree to 5: strongly agree. Section 5 included 11 items relating to 
employees’ creativity (Dorenbosch, van Engen & Verhagen 2005; Janssen 2000; Jong 
& Hartog 2010; Krause 2004; McMurray & Dorai 2003). Five items represented idea 
exploration and six represented idea generation. The employees’ creativity scale was 
anchored to a five-point Likert scale from 1: strongly disagree to 5: strongly agree. 
Section 6 included 11 items concerning employees’ innovation (Dorenbosch, van Engen 
& Verhagen 2005; Janssen 2000; Jong & Hartog 2010; McMurray & Dorai 2003; Scott 
& Bruce 1994) using the same Likert scale from. A statement of thanks was placed at 
the end of the survey on a separate page. 
5.5 Summary 
This chapter has discussed the instruments used in this study. It identified and described 
the process of developing a new instrument to measure innovation-enhancing leadership 
behaviours, based on the literature and the findings of qualitative phase of this study 
(Chapter 4). This section presented the item pool development, the format of 
measurement, and the industry academic expert reviews to determine the content 
validity of the questionnaire. A description of the evolution of the creativity and 
innovation instruments followed this. Organisational climate supportive of innovation 
(Scott & Bruce 1994) and personal initiative (Frese et al. 1997) also were described. A 
pilot study designed to examine all the measures was developed and employed in this 
study to determine the survey’s reliability and validity before it was administered for 
the main data collection of this study. The results of the pilot study, including 
demographic analysis, reliability analysis and exploratory factor analysis, were 
discussed. It was concluded that the measurement scales developed and selected for the 
purpose of this thesis were reliable and valid for the main study.  
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Chapter 6    Study 2: Quantitative Analysis 
6.1 Introduction 
As discussed previously, this thesis employed mixed method research in which both 
qualitative and quantitative data were collected and analysed. The purpose of this 
chapter is to present the findings from the quantitative data. The chapter investigates the 
relationship between innovation-enhancing leadership, an organisational climate 
supportive of innovation, personal initiative, and employees’ creativity and innovation. 
Specifically, it explores the direct influence of perceived innovation-enhancing 
leadership on self-reported employees’ creativity and innovation. This study also 
examines the moderating role played by an organisational climate supportive of 
innovation, and by personal initiative, on the association between innovation-enhancing 
leadership and employees’ creativity and innovation.  
The first section of this chapter reports the survey response rate, the preliminary 
analysis and the demographic characteristics of respondents. This is followed by a 
reliability analysis of all the instruments of this study. Next, EFA (exploratory factor 
analysis) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) are applied to explore and confirm the 
factor structure of all measures. Convergent and discriminant validity are also 
examined. 
The research questions of this study were analysed by examining the direct relationship 
between variables using a series of simple and multiple regression analyses using SPSS 
18.0. Hierarchical regression, also using SPSS 18.0, was conducted to explore the 
moderating effect of an organisational climate supportive of innovation and personal 
initiative. A series of T-tests and ANOVA were conducted to explore the differences 
between each group of the Australian and Iranian sample.  
6.2 Response Rate 
A total of 985 questionnaires were distributed via e-mail to all 3-, 4- and 5-star hotels 
and resorts in Australia and Iran that were identified by the relevant government and 
industry associations. From the data gathered from the Australian Bureau of Statistics 
and the Iranian Cultural Heritage, Handicraft, and Tourism Organisation, 647 such 
hotels and resorts were identified in Australia and 338 in Iran in the year 2014. To 
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achieve a representative sample, all these hotels and resorts were contacted and invited 
to participate in this study. 
Follow up calls and e-mail reminders were made by the researcher. From 985 
questionnaire mailings and follow-ups, 407 responses were received. Of these, eight 
were not usable because they were either incomplete or unengaged. Unengaged 
responses are those in which the respondent uses one answer all through the 
questionnaire; since the researcher keyed in the data personally, she was able to identify 
three such unreliable responses. The final number of usable responses was 399, a 
response rate of 40%. Of these, 292 were from Australian hotels and resorts (a 45% 
response rate), and 107 from Iran hotels and resorts (a 31% response rate).  
6.3 Preliminary Analysis 
6.3.1 Data Screening and Cleaning  
A total of 407 received questionnaires were analysed for accuracy of data entry and 
missing values. Missing data is one of the most common problems in data analysis 
(Tabachnick & Fidell 2007). In order to prevent that issue, on the settings menus of the 
Qualtrics online survey the researcher selected the ‘force response’ option, which does 
not allow the respondent to proceed to the next section of the survey until they have 
answered all questions. Five were removed from the data because there were 
incomplete. 
It is crucial to ensure that participants are reading and answering the questions in a 
thoughtful manner. Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) suggested using negatively worded 
items in the questionnaire to enable the researcher to identify respondents who fail to 
recognise the reversal of the items; they should be removed from the sample to enhance 
the accuracy of data before analyses. In regard to this study, three responses were 
recognised which perhaps were not answered thoughtfully. All the scale data except the 
demographic questions were marked on the same 5-point Likert scale, including the 
negative-response items. The three identified participants had answered all the 
questions using one Likert scale item, indicating that they may not have taken the time 
to read and understand the questions. These three cases were deleted before conducting 
further analysis as they were not useful for the study and there was a chance that they 
would distort the data and the analyses.  
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6.3.2 Normality 
The residuals were screened for normality through normal probability plotting and 
detrended normal probability plotting in order to test the normality of the data. A 
reasonably straight line denotes a normal distribution (Pallant 2011).  
An examination of the normal probability plot of innovation-enhancing leadership did 
not show any significant deviation from normality in the data. A further examination of 
the detrended probability plot also confirmed the normality of the data, with no 
clustering of scores evident in the output (Pallant 2011). 
  
Figure 6.1 Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardised Residual: leadership 
 
An examination of the normal probability plot of employees’ creativity suggested that 
there is no significant deviation from normality in the data. As shown in Figure 6.2, a 
reasonably straight line displays a normal distribution. Further examination of the 
detrended probability plot indicated that the present data is normal, with most scores 






Figure 6.2 Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardised Residual: employees’ creativity 
 
Similarly, an examination of the normal probability plot of employees’ innovation 
confirmed that there is no significant deviation from normality in the data, as can be 
seen from Figure 6.3: a reasonably straight line demonstrates a normal distribution 
(Pallant 2011).  
Figure 6.3 Normal P-P Plot of Regression Standardised Residual: employees’ innovation 
 
A further examination of the detrended probability plot showed that the present data are 
normal and there is no clustering of scores in the output, with most around the zero line.  
6.3.3 Collinearity Statistics and Outliers 
Correlation matrices and collinearity statistics were examined to test assumptions for 
multicollinearity. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), a high correlation 
between independent variables (>0.9) suggests the assumption of multicollinearity is 
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violated. In this case, forming the variables into one or alternatively deleting one 
variable is suggested. In regard to the data in this thesis, none of the correlations 
between independent variables exceeds 0.9. As it can be seen from Table 6.1, 
correlations between independent variables are low, ranging from 0.174 to 0.374; the 
assumption of Multicollinearity is not violated and all variables can be retained for 
further analysis.  
Table 6.1 Multicollinearity test 
 1   2 3 
1.Leadership innovative behaviours 1    
2. Organisational Climate .174**  1  
3. Personal Initiative .374 **  .368**   1 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level 2-tailed. 
Collinearity statistics were also examined through the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF). 
VIF values above 10 indicate the possibility of multicollinearity (Pallant 2011), and 
should be taken into consideration. This thesis data demonstrated that the values are 
around 1, which indicates the assumption of collinearity is not violated. The data were 
also checked for outliers by examining the box plots; no extreme outliers were detected. 
6.3.4 Assessment of Common Method Variance 
Common method variance (CMV) refers to bias in a dataset caused by an external 
factor rather than the measure itself (Podsakoff et al. 2003). This thesis used only one 
method, Qualtrics online survey, for the data collection, and this might lead to 
systematic measurement errors causing incorrect estimates of the true relationships 
between variables by inflating or deflating outcomes (Craighead et al. 2011). 
In accordance with Podsakoff et al. (2003), the Harman single-factor technique was 
applied to examine CMV in this thesis. Harman single-factor is a popular technique for 
examining CMV and has been used in previous leadership studies (Arham 2014; 
Cheung & Wong 2011). In this method all measures used in the study should be loaded 
into an exploratory factor analysis. If a single factor that emerges accounts for the 
majority of the variance among measures, it can be concluded that CMV is present.  
All variables in this research were loaded into exploratory factor analysis, employing 
principal component analysis with unrotated factor solution. According to the results a 
single factor did not account for the majority of covariance among the measures 
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(Podsakoff et al. 2003), and it is concluded that CMV was not an issue in this case. The 
results from the extraction sums of squared loading indicated that only 27% of the 
variance was explained by measured items. 
6.3.5  Distribution of Latent Constructs 
6.3.5.1 Innovation Enhancing Leadership Behaviours 
Thirty-seven items on the Innovation-enhancing leadership scale were used to measure 
leadership behaviours in this thesis. The Likert scale used measures of 1: Strongly 
disagree, 2: Disagree, 3: Neutral, 4: Agree, 5: Strongly agree. Table 6.2 presents the 
means and standard deviations for this scale with each of the underlying factors used in 
this thesis. 
Table 6.2 Statistical distribution of the innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours 
measure (N: 399) 
Measure Mean SD 
Innovation-enhancing leadership 
behaviours  
(Number of items: 37)  
3.88 0.49 
 Supportive leadership  3.97 0.81 
 Innovative-oriented leadership  3.99 0.79 
 Empowering leadership  3.90 0.85 
 Charismatic leadership  3.86 0.82 
 Participative leadership  4.05 0.79 
 Consultative–advisory leadership  1.39 0.84 
 Authoritative leadership  3.28 1.17 
 
6.3.5.2 Organisational Climate Supportive of Innovation 
There were 14 items on a 5-point Likert scale to measure organisational climate 
supportive of innovation developed by Scott and Bruce (1994). The Likert scale used 
measures of 1: Strongly disagree, 2: Disagree, 3: Neutral, 4: Agree, 5: Strongly agree. 
Table 6.3 presents the means and standard deviations for the organisational climate 





Table 6.3 Statistical distribution of the organisational climate supportive of innovation 
measure (N: 399) 
Measure Mean SD 
Organisational climate 
supportive of innovation  
(Number of items: 14) 
3.64 0.69 
 
6.3.5.3 Personal Initiative 
The personal initiative scale had seven items on a 5-point Likert scale to measure self-
reported personal initiative, developed by Frese et.al (1997). The scale used measures of 
1: Strongly disagree, 2: Disagree, 3: Neutral, 4: Agree, 5: Strongly agree. Table 6.4 
presents the means and standard deviations for the personal initiative scale used in this 
thesis. 
Table 6.4 Statistical distribution of the personal initiative measure (N: 399) 
Measure Mean SD 
Personal initiative  
(Number of items: 7) 
4.26 0.55 
 
6.3.5.4 Employees’ Creativity 
There were 11 items on the 5-point Likert scale to measure employees’ creativity, 
adapted from different reliable existing measures by Jong and Hartog (2010), 
McMurray and Dorai (2003), Krause (2004), Janssen (2000), and Dorenbosch, van 
Engen and Verhagen (2005). The Likert scale used measures of 1: Strongly disagree, 2: 
Disagree, 3: Neutral, 4: Agree, 5: Strongly agree. Table 6.5 represents the means and 
standard deviations for the creativity scale used in this thesis. 
Table 6.5 Statistical distribution of the employees’ creativity measure (N: 399) 
Measure Mean SD 
Employees’ creativity 
(Number of items: 11) 
3.64 0.69 
 Idea Exploration  3.91 0.68 
 Idea Generation  3.85 0.70 
6.3.5.5 Employees’ Innovation 
There were 11 items on the 5-point Likert scale to measure employees’ innovation, 
adapted from different reliable measure from the literature by Scott and Bruce (1994), 
Jong and Hartog (2010), McMurray and Dorai (2003), Dorenbosch, van Engen and 
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Verhagen (2005) and Janssen (2000). The Likert scale used measures of 1: Strongly 
disagree, 2: Disagree, 3: Neutral, 4: Agree, 5: Strongly agree. Table 6.6 below 
represents the means and standard deviations for the innovative behaviour scale used in 
this thesis. 
Table 6.6 Statistical distribution of the employees’ innovation measure (N: 399) 
Measure Mean SD 
Employees’ innovation 
(Number of items: 11) 
3.87 0.66 
 Idea championing 3.84 0.77 
 Idea implementation 3.86 0.70 
 
6.4 Demographic Characteristics of Respondents 
This section presents the demographic characteristics of the respondents to the survey 
questionnaire (Table 6.7).  
A total of 399 usable responses were collected, 292 (73.2%) from Australian and 107 
(26.8%) from Iranian hotels and resorts. There were 216 female respondents, 
representing 54.1% of the sample population; male respondents comprised 45.9% (N: 
183) of the sample. The majority of respondents were in the middle age groups, 25 to 30 
years old and 31 to 40 years old; 145 respondents (36.3%), and 140 respondents 
(35.1%) respectively. There were only 38 participants in the ‘young’ age group (below 
25), 9.5% of the sample. The older groups were those aged between 41 and 50 and older 
than 51, which made up 11.3% (N: 45) and 7.8% (N: 31) of the sample respectively.  
In regard to education, the majority of the sample (N: 210; 52.6%) had at least a 
bachelor’s degree. This was followed by those with a master’s degree, 24.6% of the 
respondents (N: 98). Sixty-seven respondents had certificate/diploma representing 
16.8% of the sample. Six participants (1.5%) had only secondary education. The most 
highly educated group (doctoral degree) comprised 18 respondents (4.5%).  
The distribution based on current organisational position demonstrated 191 of the 
respondents (47.9%) worked in managerial/supervisory positions while 208 (52%) 
worked in staff positions.  
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Table 6.7 Demographic data of respondents 
 Category Frequency Per cent (%) 
Country Currently 
Worked in 
Australia 292 73.2 
Iran 107 26.8 
Gender 
Female 216 54.1 
Male 183 45.9 
Age 
Below 25 38 9.5 
25–30 145 36.3 
31–40 140 35.1 
41–50 45 11.3 
Above 51 31 7.8 
Highest Level of 
Education 
 
Secondary education 6 1.5 
Certificate/diploma 67 16.8 
Bachelor 210 52.6 
Master 98 24.6 
PhD 18 4.5 
Current organisational 
position 
Manager/supervisor 191 47.9 
Staff 208 52.1 
Tenure in the current 
organisation 
<1 year 43 10.8 
1-3 years 153 38.3 
4-7 years 96 24.1 
>7 years 107 26.8 
Hotel category  
Hotel  197 49.4 
Resort 19 4.8 
Hotel & resort  127 31.8 
Boutique hotel  56 14.0 
Organisation type 
Local chain 154 38.6 
International chain 137 34.3 
Non-chain/independent  108 27.1 
Hotel star rating 
3-star 96 24.1 
4-star 151 37.8 
5-star  142 35.6 
3.5-star 8 2.0 
4.5-star 2 0.5 
 
In terms of tenure, the majority of respondents (N: 153; 38.3%) had been employed 
between one and three years, followed by 107 participants (26.8%) who had been more 
than seven years in their current hotel/resort. The next group of 96 respondents, 
comprising 24.1% of the sample, had worked four to seven years for their organisation, 
and the smallest group (N: 43; 10.8%) had worked for less than a year.  
In regard to the establishment category (hotel, resort, hotel & resort, or boutique hotel), 
the majority of participants were from hotels (N: 197; 49.5%). This was followed by 
127 respondents from combined hotels & resorts, representing 32% of the sample. The 
distribution shows 56 respondents were from boutique hotels (14%), and 4.8% (N: 19) 
of the sample were working in the resort category.  
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The sample further categorised respondents based on the type of hotel/resort 
(international chain, local chain, or non-chain hotel/resort). The majority were from 
local chains (N: 154; 38.6%), followed by 137 participants from international chains, 
comprising 34.3% of the sample. There were 108 participants (27.1% of the sample) 
from non-chain hotels/resorts.  
In regard to star rating, the majority of respondents were from 4- and 5-star 
hotels/resorts respectively, with 151 (37.8%) and 142 (35.6%) participants. There were 
96 participants from 3-star hotels/resorts (24%). The distribution shows eight 
respondents were from 3.5 -star hotels/resorts (2%) and two from 4.5-star hotel/resorts, 
comprising 0.5% of the sample.  
6.4.1 Analysis of Sample Characteristics: Comparisons between Australia and 
Iran 
6.4.1.1 Gender 
This section compares the characteristics of the respondents from Australia and Iran. 
According to Table 6.8, the numbers of male and female participants in the Australian 
sample were very close (50.3% female, 49.7% male), while the Iranian sample, the 
majority were female, representing 64.5% of the sample. 
Table 6.8 Gender: comparisons between Australian and Iranian sample 
Gender 
Australian Sample 
 Frequency Per cent 
Female 147 50.3 
Male 145 49.7 
Total 292 100.0 
Iranian Sample 
 Frequency Per cent 
Female 69 64.5 
Male 38 35.5 
Total 107 100.0 
6.4.1.2 Age 
The sample distribution demonstrates that the vast majority of participants were from 
the 25–30 or 31–40 age groups in Australia and Iran. 35.3% of participants from 
Australia were aged 25–30, followed by 34.2% aged 31–40. The data represented same 
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pattern in the Iranian sample: 39.3% of the participants were aged between 25 to 30 
years old, and 37.4% belonged to the 31–40 age group.  
Table 6.9 Age: comparisons between Australian and Iranian sample 
Age 
Australian Sample 
 Frequency Per cent 
Below 25 33 11.3 
25–30 103 35.3 
31–40 100 34.2 
41–50 35 12.0 
Above 51 21 7.2 
Total 292 100.0 
Iranian Sample 
 Frequency Per cent 
Below 25 5 4.7 
25–30 42 39.3 
31–40 40 37.4 
41–50 10 9.3 
Above 51 10 9.3 
Total 100.0 100.0 
 
6.4.1.3 Highest Level of Education 
More than half the respondents from Australian hotels and resorts had completed a 
bachelor’s degree (54.5%), and 21.6% of the participants had a masters, followed by 
19.9% of respondents who had certificate/diploma. The most highly educated group 
(doctoral degree) comprised only 2.1% of the respondents (N: 6). Among the people 
surveyed from Iranian hotels and resorts, the largest groups had completed a bachelor or 
masters degree, 47.4% and 32.7% respectively. All had educational qualifications above 
secondary level, and the most highly educated group (doctorate) comprised 11.2% of 
participants (N: 12).  
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Table 6.10 Education: comparisons between Australian and Iranian sample  
Highest Level of Education  
Australian Sample 
 Frequency Per cent 
Secondary education 6 2.1 
Certificate/diploma 58 19.9 
Bachelor 159 54.5 
Master 63 21.6 
PhD 6 2.1 
Total 292 100.0 
Iranian Sample 
 Frequency Per cent 
Secondary education 0 0 
Certificate/diploma 9 8.4 
Bachelor 51 47.7 
Master 35 32.7 
PhD 12 11.2 
Total 107 100.0 
6.4.1.4 Current Organisational Position 
Australian respondents were mostly in staff positions (54.4%), while 45.5% held 
supervisory or managerial positions. Most of those from Iran were in supervisory or 
managerial positions (54.2 %); 45.8% held staff positions. 
Table 6.11 Organisational level: comparisons between Australian and Iranian sample 
Organisational Position 
Australian Sample 
 Frequency Per cent 
Manager/supervisor/leader 133 45.5 
Staff 159 54.4 
Total 292 100.0 
Iranian Sample 
 Frequency Per cent 
Manager/supervisor/leader 58 54.2 
Staff 49 45.8 
Total 107 100.0 
6.4.1.5 Tenure 
The majority of participants had worked for their current organisation for between one 
and three years (38.4% and 38.3% respectively).  
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Table 6.12 Tenure: comparisons between Australian and Iranian sample 
Tenure 
Australian Sample 
 Frequency Per cent 
<1 31 10.6 
1–3 112 38.4 
4–7 78 26.7 
>7 71 24.3 
Total 292 100.0 
Iranian Sample 
 Frequency Per cent 
<1 12 11.2 
1–3 41 38.3 
4–7 18 16.8 
>7 36 33.6 
Total 107 100.0 
 
In Australia, this was followed by those who had worked for the organisation four to 
seven years (26.7%), and more than seven years (24.3%). In Iran, 33.6% of respondents 
had been employed in their current organisation for more than seven years, and 16.8% 
had worked there between four and seven years. The smallest group, who had worked 
less than one year for their current organisation in both Australia and Iran, made up 
10.6% and 11.2% of the respondents respectively. 
6.4.1.6 Hotel Category  
The largest groups of participant from Australian hotels and resorts were from the hotel 
category (N: 133; 39.7%), followed by the hotel & resort category (N: 116, 38.7%). The 
smaller groups were from Boutique hotels (N: 47; 16.1%) and resorts (N: 16; 5.5%). In 
the Iranian sample, the largest group of respondents was similarly from the hotel 
category, representing 78.5% of the sample (N: 84); this category comprised more than 
78.5% of the sample from Iran. The smaller groups were from the hotels & resort 
category (N: 11; 10.3%), and boutique hotels (N: 9; 8.4%).  
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Table 6.13 Hotel category: comparisons between Australian and Iranian sample 
Hotel Category 
Australian Sample 
 Frequency Per cent 
Hotel 133 39.7 
Resort 16 5.5 
Hotel & resort 116 38.7 
Boutique hotel 47 16.1 
Total 292 100.0 
Iranian Sample 
 Frequency Per cent 
Hotel 84 78.5 
Resort 3 2.8 
Hotel & resort 11 10.3 
Boutique hotel 9 8.4 
Total 107 100.0 
 
6.4.1.7 Organisation Type 
The data indicated that just under half of the participants from Australia hotels and 
resorts industry were from International chains (N: 136; 46.6%). The smaller groups 
were from Local chains and Non-chain hotels/resorts representing 30.5% and 22.9% of 
the sample respectively. Contrary to Australia sample, the largest group of people who 
surveyed in Iran were from local chains (N: 65; 60.7%), and the rest of respondents 
were from Non-chains (N: 42; 39.3%).  
Table 6.14 Organisation type: comparisons between Australian and Iranian sample 
Organisation Type 
Australia 
 Frequency Per cent 
Local chain 89 30.5 
International chain 136 46.6 
Non-chain 67 22.9 
Total 292 100.0 
Iran 
 Frequency Per cent 
Local chain 65 60.7 
Non-chain 42 39.3 
Total 107 100.0 
 
6.4.1.8 Hotel Star Rating 
The largest groups of participants were from 4- and 5-star hotels and resorts in Australia 
and Iran. In Australia, 116 respondents (39.7%) and 98 respondents (33.6%), 
respectively represented 4- and 5-star hotels/resorts. A smaller group of 23.3% were 
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from 3-star hotels and resorts sample. There were only eight participants from 3.5-star 
hotels and resorts (2.7%), and 2 from 4.5 star ratings (0.7%). 
Table 6.15 Star rating: comparisons between Australian and Iranian sample 
Hotel Star Rating 
Australia 
 Frequency Per cent 
3 stars 68 23.3 
4 stars 116 39.7 
5 stars 98 33.6 
3.5stars 8 2.7 
4.5 stars 2 .7 
Total 292 100.0 
Iran 
 Frequency Per cent 
3 stars 28 26.2 
4 stars 35 32.7 
5 stars 44 41.1 
Total 107 100.0 
 
In Iran, the largest group of participants were from 5-star hotels and resorts (N: 44; 
41.1%), followed by smaller groups from 4-star (32.7%) and 3-star hotels and resorts, 
representing 26.2% of the sample. 
6.5 Reliability Analysis 
Instrument reliability examines the internal consistency of items representing a latent 
construct (Hair et al. 2010); it indicates the extent to which items are consistently 
measuring the shared concept (Sekaran 2003). The reliability coefficient, Cronbach’s 
alpha, demonstrates how well items are correlated positively to each other. The 
Cronbach’s alpha for all items under each criterion is suggested to be above 0.70, 
demonstrating that the items belong to the same underlying construct (Spector 1992). 
The closer the value of Cronbach’s alpha to 1, the higher the internal consistency 
reliability (Sekaran 2003). Reliability coefficients (Cronbach’s alphas) were computed 
for all variables used in this thesis to examine the extent to which the items representing 
dimensions and variables shared common aspects. As shown in Table 6.16, Cronbach’s 
alpha for all variables achieved satisfactory statistic testing levels of above 0.7. 
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Table 6.16 Reliability score for all variables  
Variable Cronbach’s Alpha (α) 








Organisational climate (all items) 0.917 
Personal Initiative (all items) 0.881 
Employee’s creativity  0.898 
Idea exploration 0.879 
Idea generation 0.825 
Employee’s innovation 0.909 
Idea championing 0.886 
Idea implementation 0.876 
6.6 Exploratory Factor Analysis 
The main objective of conducting exploratory factor analysis was to examine 
dimensions of each measure based on the data. Exploratory factor analysis should be 
conducted in the early stages of research to explore the correlations among a set of 
variables (Pallant 2011). Several criteria were taken into consideration when extracting 
the factors: (1) items with loadings less than 0.30 or loaded on multiple factors should 
be eliminated during the EFA process; (2) the Kaiser rule (Kaiser 1960) suggests that all 
components with eigenvalues less than 1.0 should be removed from further analysis; (3) 
variance percentage at least should account for 50% of the total variance; and (4) scree 
plot, the point at which the plot begins to straighten out is used to determine the number 
of factors to extract . In addition, Hair et al. (2010) suggested that factorability of data 
should be examined through the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling 
adequacy (between 0.5 and 1) and a significant Bartlett’s test of sphericity (<0.05). The 
following tables represent the exploratory factor analysis for each of the constructs 
following the EFA process (please note: factors loading below 0.30 are not shown for 
all tables). 
6.6.1 Factor Loadings Associated with Innovation-enhancing Leadership 
Behaviours 
Initially there were 37 items representing the innovation-enhancing leadership. There 
were six items each for charismatic, innovative-oriented, and consultative–advisory, 
five items each representing empowering, participative, and supportive, four items for 
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authoritative. The 37 items of scale were subjected to principal component analysis 
using SPSS version 18.0. All the items loaded with values above 0.3 and under their 
respective construct, so all were retained in the innovation-enhancing leadership 
measure. Principal component analysis revealed the presence of seven factors with an 
eigenvalue exceeding 1, accounting for 64% of the variance. EFA also revealed a very 
good KMO result of 0.896, exceeding the recommended values of 0.6 (Kaiser 1974) 
and 0.5 (Hair et al. 2010). Bartlett’s test of sphericity (Bartlett 1954) reached statistical 
significance (0.000, P < 0.05), supporting the factorability of correlation matrix. 
 
Table 6.17 Innovation-enhancing leadership construct KMO & Bartlett’s test of sphericity 
Innovation-enhancing leadership 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .896 
Bartlett’s Test of 
Sphericity 







Table 6.18 Innovation-enhancing leadership construct factor-loadings, principal 
component analysis  
Innovation-enhancing Leadership Behaviours 
 Factor1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 Factor 7 
L1.   .856     
L11.Ch   .754     
L15.Ch   .889     
L22.Ch   .761     
L28.Ch   .832     
L35.Ch   .640     
L3.Em      .887  
L12.Em      .898  
L23.Em      .769  
L24.Em      .776  
L33.Em      .713  
L2.Pa    .851    
L8.Pa    .876    
L14.Pa    .895    
L26.Pa    .882    
L31.Pa    .736    
L7.In  .888      
L9.In  .816      
L13.In  .851      
L25.In  .842      
L29.In  .718      
L30.In  .794      
L6.S     .826   
L18.S     .791   
L27.S     .817   
L34.S     .811   
L37.S     .862   
L4.Ca .891       
L5.Ca .807       
L16.Ca .846       
L17.Ca .780       
L21.Ca .853       
L32.Ca .840       
L10_recoded       .882 
L19_recoded       .908 
L20_recoded       .874 
L36_recoded       .883 
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6.6.2 Factor Loadings Associated with an Organisational Climate Supportive of 
Innovation 
Initially there were 14 items representing the organisational climate supportive of 
innovation. All were found to load above the acceptable value of 0.3, and hence were 
retained for further analysis. One factor solution accounted for 51% of the variance. It 
also revealed a very good KMO result of 0.921, exceeding the recommended value of 
0.6 (Kaiser 1974) and 0.5 (Hair et al. 2010). Bartlett’s test of sphericity (Bartlett 1954) 
for the presence of sufficient association among the variables produced a favourable 
result of 0.000 (P < 0.05).  
Table 6.19 Organisational climate supportive of innovation KMO and Bartlett’s test 
Organisational Climate supportive of Innovation 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .921 
Bartlett’s Test of 
Sphericity 




Table 6.20 Organisational climate supportive of innovation construct factor-loadings, 
principal component analysis  
 
6.6.3 Factor Loadings Associated with Personal Initiative 
Initially there were seven items representing the construct of personal initiative. 
According to the criteria discussed before, all were retained for the next analysis. One 
Organisational Climate supportive of Innovation 
















factor solution of personal initiative accounted for 59% of the variance. It also revealed 
a very good KMO result of 0.87, exceeding the recommended value of 0.6 (Kaiser 
1974) and 0.5 (Hair et al. 2010). Bartlett’s test for sphericity (Bartlett 1954) reached a 
favourable result of 0.000 (P < 0.05) indicating the factorability of data.  
Table 6.21 Personal initiative KMO and Bartlett’s test 
Personal Initiative 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy .879 
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 




Table 6.22 Personal initiative construct factor loadings, principal component  
Personal Initiative 








6.6.4 Factor Loadings Associated with Employees’ Creativity 
Initially 11 items represented the employees’ creativity construct, six for idea 
exploration and five for idea generation. The 11 items of scale were subjected to 
principal components analysis. Three items were deleted during EFA (one from idea 
exploration and two from idea generation) due to low loadings and not loading on their 
corresponding factors. EFA demonstrated the presence of a two-factor solution of 
employees’ creativity, endorsing the respective theory, which accounted for 71% of the 
variance. It also achieved a very good KMO result of 0.88, exceeding the recommended 
value of 0.6 (Kaiser 1974) and 0.5 (Hair et al. 2010). Bartlett’s test for sphericity 
(Bartlett 1954) also reached statistical significance (0.000, P < 0.05) indicating the 





Table 6.23 Employees’ creativity KMO and Bartlett’s test 
Employees’ Creativity 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy .882 
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 




Table 6.24 Employees’ creativity construct factor loadings, principal component analysis  
Employees’ Creativity 
 Factor 1 Factor 2 
CB1.Ex .795  
CB11.Ex .867  
CB8.Ex .832  
CB5.Ex .720  
CB7.Ex .864  
CB2.Ge  .895 
CB3.Ge  .821 
CB4.Ge  .886 
 
6.6.5 Factor Loadings Associated with Employees’ Innovation  
Initially 11 items represented the employees’ innovation construct, five for idea 
championing and six for idea implementation. In the EFA process one item was deleted 
because of low loading. EFA demonstrated the presence of a two-factor solution of the 
employees’ innovation endorsing the corresponding theory, which accounted for 70% 
of the variance. It also achieved a very good KMO result of 0.91, exceeding the 
recommended value of 0.6 (Kaiser 1974) and 0.5 (Hair et al. 2010). Bartlett’s test for 
sphericity (Bartlett 1954) in this case reached a favourable statistical significance of 
0.000 (P < 0.05).  
Table 6.25 Employees’ innovation KMO and Bartlett’s test  
Employees’ Innovation 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy .914 
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity 






Table 6.26 Employees’ innovation factor loadings, principal component analysis 
Employees’ Innovation 
 Factor 1 Factor 2 
IB1.Ch .853  
IB11.Ch .813  
IB3.Ch .857  
IB4.Ch .798  
IB8.Ch .823  
IB6.Im  .902 
IB7.Im  .822 
IB2.Im  .813 
IB9.Im  .819 
IB10.Im  .787 
 
6.7 Construct Reliability and Validity  
It is essential to establish convergent and discriminant validity as well as reliability 
when conducting confirmatory factor analysis. Several measures, composite reliability 
(CR), average variance extracted (AVE), maximum shared variance (MSV), and 
average shared variance (ASV) are used to establish validity and reliability. Hair et al. 
(2010) suggested that CR values above 0.7 demonstrate reliability, and AVE values 
higher than 0.5 suggest convergent validity. In addition, it was suggested that ASV 
values should be lower than AVE values to establish discriminant validity among 
constructs (Hair et al. 2010). As can be seen from Table 6.27, the construct is reliable 
and valid.  
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Table 6.27 Construct reliability and validity 
 CR AVE MSV ASV 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
1.Leadership: supportive .881 .597 .216 .102 .773             
2.Leadership: consultative–advisory .914 .639 .163 .072 .222 .799            
3.Leadership: innovation-oriented .895 .587 .215 .116 .352 .315 .766           
4.Leadership: charismatic .872 .533 .190 .099 .252 .304 .276 .730          
5.Leadership: participative .909 .668 .317 .180 .371 .404 .464 .436 .817         
6.Leadership: authoritative .911 .720 .058 .017 .128 .023- .007- .068 .026- .849        
7.Personal initiative .884 .531 .154 .077 .194 .087 .239 .202 .318 .160 .728       
8.Organisational climate .923 .503 .134 .025 .138 .009 .039 .014 .097 .113 .336 .710      
9.Creativity: idea generation .834 .626 .396 .200 .438 .270 .427 .389 .482 .241 .393 .187 .791     
10.Creativity: idea exploration .886 .611 .464 .192 .372 .303 .417 .335 .492 .117 .341 .156 .606 .782    
11.Innovation: idea championing .889 .617 .426 .212 .465 .337 .437 .423 .552 .159 .383 .192 .626 .630 .786   
12.Innovation: idea implementation .892 .623 .464 .206 .413 .337 .452 .402 .563 .154 .236 .108 .629 .681 .653 .789  
13.Leadership: empowering .875 .583 .250 .100 .232 .256 .250 .348 .500 .132 .226 .099 .402 .405 .335 .358 .764 
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6.8 Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
Confirmatory factor Analysis (CFA) is the next step after exploratory factor analysis, 
and assists in determining the factor structure of the dataset and in examining the 
convergent validity. In the EFA process the researcher explored the factor structure; and 
in CFA the factor structure that was extracted in the EFA will be confirmed. CFA 
assists in examining the contribution of each scale item and how well the scale 
measures the related concept (Hair et al. 2010). CFA was conducted on all variables in 
this study to ascertain a good fit within each construct. The measurement models were 
developed in AMOS version 18.0, considering the theoretical conceptualisation 
reflecting the relationships between the observed items and the latent constructs. In 
addition, CFA served to examine whether the measures employed or newly developed 
in this thesis are suitable for the sample population (Barron & Harrington 2008). The 
model fit criteria suggested by Hair et al. (2010), Thadani and Cheung (2011), Chau and 
Hu (2001) were considered to evaluate the model fit of different measures in this thesis. 
Table 6.28 Criteria for the model fit 
Fit Indices Acceptable value Source 
Absolute Fit 
Goodness of fit index (GFI) 
Root mean square residual 
(RMSEA) 
 
Good fit: values close to 0.9 
Values below 0.1 reflects an 
acceptable fit 
 
Thadani & Cheung (2011) 
Thadani & Cheung (2011) 
Incremental Fit 




Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) 
 
Good fit: values > 0.8  
 values close to 0.9 
Good fit: values 0.9 and 
above 
Good Fit: values 0.9 and 
above 
 
Chau & Hu (2001) 
Thadani & Cheung (2011) 
Hair et al. (2010); Chau & Hu 
(2001) 
Hair et al. (2010) 
Parsimony Fit 
Chi square statistics (X2/df) 
 
Reasonable Fit: 1<values < 5 
 
Hair et al. (2010) 
 
6.8.1 Innovation-enhancing leadership  
Seven factors represent innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours: charismatic, 
innovative-oriented, supportive, empowering, consultative–advisory, participative and 
authoritative. Six items represent charismatic, six for innovative-oriented, five for 
supportive, five for empowering, six for consultative–advisory, five for participative, 
and four for authoritative. Responses to 37 items were subjected to factor analysis, and 
the initial model showed an acceptable fit based on the criteria for model fit. As Table 
6.29 presents, the outcomes of factor analysis indicated an acceptable fit, and therefore 
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convergent validity is demonstrated. The individual factor loadings (Figure 6.4) 
demonstrate that all indicators were significant and loaded greater than the minimum 
acceptable value of 0.5 (Hair et al. 2010). 
Table 6.29 Fit analysis: innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours  
Fit Measures Result 
Goodness of fit index (GFI) 0.862 
Root mean square residual (RMSEA) 0.048 
Adjusted good of fit index (AGFI) 0.841 
Comparative-fit-index (CFI) 0.940 
Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) 0.934 




Figure 6.4 CFA model: innovation-enhancing leadership  
6.8.2 Organisational Climate Supportive of Innovation 
The organisational climate for innovation construct had only one factor, and 14 items 
representing it. Responses to the14 items were assessed for factor structure via 
goodness-of-fit statistics. The initial model did not indicate an acceptable fit. Items four 
and seven were removed as they had low loadings (< 0.5). As figure 6.5 shows, the final 
organisational climate supportive of innovation model comprises 12 items, all items 
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loading above the minimum acceptable value of 0.5 (Hair et al. 2010); hence, the 
convergent validity is demonstrated. After removing the two items (C4, C7), a 
satisfying model fit was achieved (Table 6.30). The reliability coefficient for the final 
measure was 0.929. 
Table 6.30 Fit analysis: organisational climate supportive of innovation 
Fit Measures Result 
Goodness of fit index (GFI) 0.937 
Root mean square residual (RMSEA) 0.080 
Adjusted good of fit index (AGFI) 0.871 
Comparative-fit-index (CFI) 0.964 
Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) 0.937 
Chi square statistics (X2/df) 4.000 
 
 
Figure 6.5 CFA model: organisational climate supportive of innovation 
6.8.3 Personal Initiative 
Responses to seven items were factor analysed; the results demonstrate that the initial 
model was an acceptable fit for data (Table 6.31). The individual factor loadings 
demonstrate that all indicators were significant and loaded above the minimum 
acceptable value of 0.5 (Hair et al. 2010); therefore, convergent validity is 
demonstrated.  
 


























Table 6.31 Fit analysis: personal initiative 
Fit Measures Result 
Goodness of fit index (GFI) 0.979 
Root mean square residual (RMSEA) 0.067 
Adjusted good of fit index (AGFI) 0.947 
Comparative-fit-index (CFI) 0.987 
Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) 0.974 
Chi square statistics (X2/df) 2.780 
 
 
Figure 6.6 CFA model: personal initiative 
6.8.4 Employees’ Creativity 
Initially there were 11 items representing employees’ creativity (idea exploration and 
idea generation), but three items were removed during EFA due to their low loadings 
and not loading on the corresponding factor. The items remaining for further analysis 
include five representing idea exploration and three for idea generation. Responses to 
these remaining eight questions were factor analysed, and the initial model showed an 
acceptable model fit (Table 6.32). The individual factor loadings demonstrated that all 
indicators were significant and loaded above than the minimum acceptable value of 0.5 
(Hair et al. 2010); convergent validity is therefore demonstrated.  
  






















Table 6.32 Fit analysis: employees’ creativity 
Fit Measures Result 
Goodness of fit index (GFI) 0.978 
Root mean square residual (RMSEA) 0.046 
Adjusted good of fit index (AGFI) 0.959 
Comparative-fit-index (CFI) 0.991 
Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) 0.986 




Figure 6.7 Measurement model: employees’ creativity 
 
6.8.5 Employees’ Innovation 
Two factors represent employee’ innovation: idea championing and idea 
implementation. Eleven items represented employees’ innovation, but one was deleted 
during EFA due to its low loading. The items remaining for further analysis include five 
representing idea championing and items for idea implementation. Responses to these 
ten were subjected to factor analysis, and as Table 6.33 shows the employees’ creativity 
model comprised ten items and fits the data well. The individual factor loadings 
demonstrate that all indicators were loaded above than the minimum acceptable value of 
0.5 (Hair et al. 2010); the factor loadings are therefore significant and convergent 
validity is obtained.  
 193 
Table 6.33 Fit analysis: employees’ innovation 
Fit Measures Result 
Goodness of fit index (GFI) 0.963 
Root mean square residual (RMSEA) 0.046 
Adjusted good of fit index (AGFI) 0.939 
Comparative-fit-index (CFI) 0.981 
Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) 0.974 
Chi square statistics (X2/df) 2.316 
 
 
Figure 6.8 CFA model: employees’ innovation 
 
6.9 Regression Analysis  
Each of the research questions proposed in Chapters 1 and 2 is tested and discussed in 
this section. To ensure there was no violation of the assumptions for regression analysis, 
the following analyses were conducted: sample size, multicollinearity, outliers, and 
normality (Pallant 2011; Tabachnick & Fidell 2007). Regression analyses were used to 
explore the relationship between the independent (innovation-enhancing leadership) and 
dependent variables (employees’ creativity and employees’ innovation). Hierarchical 
regression analyses also were employed to test the moderating roles of an organisational 
climate supportive of innovation and of personal initiative. According to Pallant (2011), 
the significance level (P-value) for each variable should be less than 0.05 to indicate 
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that the variable is significantly contributing to the prediction of the dependent variables 
(employees’ creativity and employees’ innovation).  
 
Figure 6.9 Research conceptual framework 
 
Research Question 2: In what ways, if any, do perceived leadership behaviours 
influence employees’ creativity in Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts?  
Simple regression analysis reveals that innovation-enhancing leadership is positively 
and significantly related to employees’ creativity in Australian and Iranian hotels and 
resorts (β: 0.619, P: 0.000), after controlling for demographic variables. Perceived 
innovation-enhancing leadership explained 38.3% of the variance in employees’ self-
reported creativity (R-square: 0.383). 
Table 6.34 Regression model: innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours and employees’ 
creativity, Australian and Iranian hotels & resorts 
Simple Regression Model Degree of Employee Creativity 
 β t-value p-value 
Innovation-enhancing leadership  .619 15.686 0.000 
R2 .383 




In order to examine the influence of variables external to the proposed model, the 
control variables (gender, age, education, organisational level, tenure, hotel category, 
organisation type, and hotel star rating) were all entered simultaneously in the first 
model of the regression equation. The results explain 2.5% of the variance in the effect 
of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership on the level of employees’ self-reported 
creativity. In the second model, the main effect of perceived innovation-enhancing 
leadership was entered. The result is significant at (P: 0.000); perceived innovation-
enhancing leadership explains 40% of the variance in employees’ self-reported 
creativity (R-square: 0.400, Adjusted R-square: 0.386).  
Analysis of the control variables shows that none is significantly related to the influence 
of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours construct on perceived 
employees’ creativity (P>0.05). According to the results of the second model, the 
construct of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership is the only independent variable 
significantly influencing employees’ self-reported creativity in Australian and Iranian 
hotels and resorts. 
Table 6.35 Regression model: innovation-enhancing leadership (with control variables), 
Australian and Iranian hotels & resorts 
 Model 1 Model 2 
 β t-value p-value β t-value p-value 
Control variables 
Gender  .012 .248 .804 .030 .770 .442 
Age .104 1.312 .190 .174 2.783 .006 
Education -.021 -.355 .723 -.077 -1.673 .095 
Organisational level -.062 -.820 .413 -.033 -.563 .574 
Tenure -.020 -.224 .823 -.135 -1.939 .053 
hotel category  -.017 -.311 .756 -.036 -.859 .391 
Organisation type -.078 -1.435 .152 -.020 -.464 .643 




 .632 15.588 0.000 
R2 .025 .400 
Adjusted R2 .005 .386 
F-value 1.254 28.806 
 
In order to analyse the effect of different leadership behaviours on employees’ 
creativity, a multiple regression analysis was conducted. All the leadership behaviours 
except consultative–advisory leadership demonstrate a significant relationship with 
employees’ creativity. Innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours (authoritative, 
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participative, charismatic, supportive, innovative-oriented, and empowering) explain 
approximately 40% of the variance in employees’ creativity (R-square: 0.399). 
According to the beta coefficient values, which represent the unique contribution of 
each variable, participative leadership (β: 0.199) and innovative-oriented leadership (β: 
0.190) show the highest contribution to the degree of employees’ self-reported 
creativity.  
Table 6.36 Multiple regression model: innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours and 
employees’ creativity, Australian and Iranian hotels & resorts 
Multiple Regression Model Degree of Employees’ Creativity 
 β t-value p-value 
Charismatic leadership 0.116 2.652 0.008 
Empowering leadership 0.168 3.721 0.000 
Participative leadership 0.199 3.892 0.000 
Innovative leadership 0.190 4.300 0.000 
Supportive leadership 0.188 4.388 0.000 
Consultative leadership 0.068 1.578 0.115 
Authoritative leadership 0.129 3.217 0.001 
R2 0.399 
Adjusted R2 0.389 
F-value 37.133 
 
Research Question 2a: In what ways, if any, do perceived leadership behaviours 
influence employees’ creativity in Australian hotels and resorts?  
Simple regression analysis indicates that perceived innovation-enhancing leadership is 
positively and significantly related to employees’ creativity in Australian hotels and 
resorts (β: 0.627, P: 0.000), after controlling for demographic variables. Perceived 
innovation-enhancing leadership explains 39.3% of the variance in employees’ self-
reported creativity (R-square: 0.393). 
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Table 6.37 Regression model: innovation-enhancing leadership and employees’ creativity, 
Australian hotels & resorts 
Simple Regression Model Degree of Employee Creativity 
 β t-value p-value 
Innovation-enhancing Leadership  .627 13.713 0.000 
R2 .393 
Adjusted R2 .391 
F-value 188.053 
 
In order to examine the influence of variables external to the proposed model, the 
control variables (gender, age, education, organisational level, tenure, hotel category, 
organisation type, and hotel star rating) were all entered in the first model of regression 
equation. The results of the first model explain 3.3% of the variance in the effect of 
perceived innovation-enhancing leadership on the level of employees’ creativity. In the 
second model, the main effect of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership was 
entered. The result is significant at (P: 0.000); perceived innovation-enhancing 
leadership behaviours explain 41.3% of the variance in employees’ creativity (R-square: 
0.413, Adjusted R-square: 0.394).  
Table 6.38 Regression model: innovation-enhancing leadership (with control variables), 
Australian hotels & resorts 
 Model 1 Model 2 
 β t-value p-value β t-value p-value 
Control variables 
Gender .047 .798 .425 .055 1.190 .235 
Age .038 .397 .691 .145 1.938 .054 
Education .029 .450 .653 -.082 -1.595 .112 
Organisational level -.113 -1.306 .192 -.047 -.698 .486 
Tenure -.024 -.235 .815 -.106 -1.342 .181 
Hotel category  -.108 -1.687 .093 -.045 -.895 .372 
Organisation type -.053 -.840 .401 -.009 -.181 .856 




 .640 13.517 .000 
R2 .033 .413 
Adjusted R2 .006 .394 
F-value 1.207 22.062 
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Analysis of the control variables shows that none is significantly related to the influence 
of innovative leadership behaviours on employees’ creativity (P> 0.05). According to 
the results of the second model, innovation-enhancing leadership is the only 
independent variable significantly influencing employees’ self-reported creativity in 
Australian hotels and resorts. 
In order to analyse the effect of different leadership behaviours on employees’ creativity 
in Australian hotels and resorts, a multiple regression analysis was conducted. All 
behaviours except consultative–advisory leadership show a significant relationship with 
employees’ creativity. Innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours (authoritative, 
participative, charismatic, supportive, innovative-oriented, and empowering) explain 
42% of the variance in employees’ creativity (R-square: 0.421). According to the beta 
coefficient values, which represent the unique contribution of each variable, innovative-
oriented leadership (β: 0. 226) and supportive leadership (β:0. 226) make the highest 
contribution to the degree of employee’s self-reported creativity.  
Table 6.39 Multiple regression model: innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours and 
employees’ creativity, Australian hotels and resorts 
Multiple Regression Model Degree of Employees’ Creativity 
 β t-value p-value 
Charismatic leadership 0.115 2.322 0.021 
Empowering leadership 0.122 2.263 0.024 
Participative leadership 0.175 2.896 0.004 
Innovative leadership 0.226 4.315 0.000 
Supportive leadership 0.226 4.523 0.000 
Consultative leadership 0.057 1.148 0.252 
Authoritative leadership 0.177 3.840 0.000 
R2 0.421 
Adjusted R2 0.406 
F-value 29.446 
 
Research Question 2-b: In what ways, if any, do perceived leadership behaviours 
influence employees’ creativity in Iranian hotels and resorts?  
Simple regression analysis shows that perceived innovation-enhancing leadership is 
positively and significantly related to employees’ creativity in Iran’s hotels and resorts 
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(β: 0.542, P: 0.000), explaining 29.4% of the variance in employees’ self-reported 
creativity (R-square: 0.294). 
 
Table 6.40 Regression model: innovation-enhancing leadership and employees’ creativity, 
Iranian hotels and resorts 
Simple Regression Model Degree of Employee Creativity 
 β t-value p-value 
Innovation-enhancing Leadership  .542 6.607 .000 
R2 .294 
Adjusted R2 .287 
F-value 43.656 
 
In order to examine the influence of variables external to the proposed model, the 
control variables (gender, age, education, organisational level, tenure, hotel category, 
organisation type, and hotel star rating) were all entered in the first model of the 
regression equation. The results explain 25.4% of the variance in the effect of perceived 
innovation-enhancing leadership on the level of employees’ creativity. In the second 
model, the main effect of perceived innovative leadership was entered. The result is 
significant at (β: 0.438, P: 0.000): the construct of innovation-enhancing leadership 
explains 39% of the variance in self-reported employees’ creativity (R-square: 0.390, 
Adjusted R-square: 0.333).  
Analysis of the control variables shows that age and hotel star rating are significantly 
related to the influence of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership on self-reported 
employees’ creativity (P<0.05). The analysis was repeated to examine whether these 
control variables would affect the influence of perceived innovation-enhancing 
leadership on employees’ creativity by removing age and star rating. The results are still 
significant (R-square: 0. 304, P: 0.000), demonstrating that there is a positive 
relationship between perceived innovation-enhancing leadership and self-reported 
employees’ creativity.  
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Table 6.41 Regression model: innovation-enhancing leadership (with control variables), 
Iranian hotels and resorts 
 Model 1 Model 2 
 β t-value p-value β t-value p-value 
Control variables 
Gender .004 .040 .968 -.009 -.107 .915 
Age .373 2.737 .007 .298 2.386 .019 
Education .005 .036 .971 .013 .111 .912 
Organisational level .033 . 230 .818 .033 .258 .797 
Tenure -.192 -1.129 .262 -.285 -1.834 .070 
hotel category  -.013 -.141 .888 -.055 -.649 .518 
Organisation type -.037 -.387 .700 .001 .007 .995 




 .438 4. 648 .000 
R2 .254 .390 
Adjusted R2 .193 .333 
F-value 4.162 6. 878 
 
In order to analyse the effect of different leadership factors on employees’ self-reported 
creativity in Iranian hotels and resorts, a multiple regression analysis was conducted.  
Table 6.42 Multiple regression model: innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours and 
employees’ creativity, Iranian hotels and resorts 
Multiple Regression Model Degree of Employees’ Creativity 
 β t-value p-value 
Charismatic Leadership .140 1.426 .157 
Empowering leadership .245 2.836 .006 
Participative Leadership .229 2.159 .033 
Innovative Leadership .110 1.263 .210 
Supportive Leadership .052 .613 .541 
Consultative Leadership .142 1.544 .126 
Authoritative Leadership -.060 -.713 .477 
R2 .364 
Adjusted R2 .319 
F-value 8.107 
 
Of all leadership behaviours, empowering leadership (β: 0.245, P: 0.006) and 
participative leadership (β: 0.229, P: 0.33) demonstrate significant positive relationships 
with self-reported employees’ creativity in hotels and resorts in Iran. They explain 36% 
of the variance in perceived employee creativity (R-square: 0.364). 
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Research Question 3: In what ways, if any, do perceived leadership behaviours 
influence employees’ innovation in Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts?  
Simple regression analysis reveals a positive and significant relationship between 
perceived innovation-enhancing leadership and self-reported employees’ innovation in 
Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts (β: 0.656, P: 0.000). This construct explains 
43% of the variance in employees’ self-reported innovation (R-square: 0.430). 
Table 6.43 Regression model: innovation-enhancing leadership and employees’ 
innovation, Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts 
Simple Regression Model Degree of Employee Innovation 
 β t-value p-value 
Innovation-enhancing Leadership  .656 17.304 0.000 
R2 .430 
Adjusted R2 .429 
F-value 299.437 
 
In order to examine the influence of variables external to the proposed model, the 
control variables (gender, age, education, organisational level, tenure, hotel category, 
organisation type and star rating) and the construct of perceived innovation-enhancing 
leadership were all included in the regression equation. The control variables entered in 
the first model explain 3.5% of the variance in the influence of perceived innovation-
enhancing leadership on employees’ self-reported innovation. In model 2, the main 
effect the construct was entered. The result demonstrates a significant influence (P: 
0.000). Perceived innovation-enhancing leadership explains 44.3% of the variance in 
self-reported employees’ innovation (R-square: 0.443, Adjusted R-square: 0.430). 
Analysis of the control variables shows that none is significantly related to the influence 
of innovation-enhancing leadership on employees’ innovation (P>0.05). According to 
the results of the second model, perceived innovation-enhancing leadership is the only 
independent variable significantly influencing employees’ innovation in Australian and 





Table 6.44 Regression model: innovation-enhancing leadership and employees’ 
innovation, Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts (with control variables) 
 Model 1 Model 2 
 β t-value p-value β t-value p-value 
Control variables 
Gender .017 .336 .737 .036 .933 .351 
Age .039 .487 .626 .112 1.848 .065 
Education .002 .030 .976 -.057 -1.284 .200 
Organisational level -.087 -1.160 .247 -.057 -1.004 .316 
Tenure -.003 -.033 .973 -.123 -1.836 .067 
hotel category  .023 .432 .666 .003 .066 .948 
Organisation type -.103 -1.911 .057 -.043 -1.036 .301 




 .659 16.874 0.000 
R2 .035 .443 
Adjusted R2 .015 .430 
F-value 1.743 34.313 
 
In order to analyse the effect of different leadership behaviours on employees’ self-
reported innovation, a multiple regression analysis was conducted. All leadership 
behaviours except consultative–advisory leadership demonstrate a significant 
relationship with employees’ innovation, with innovation-enhancing leadership 
behaviour (charismatic, empowering, innovative-oriented, supportive, participative and 
authoritative) explaining 45.9% of the variance.  
Table 6.45 Multiple regression model: innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours and 
employees’ innovation, Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts 
Multiple Regression Model Degree of Employees Innovation 
 β t-value p-value 
Charismatic leadership 0.152 3.657 0.000 
Empowering leadership 0.093 2.265 0.024 
Participative leadership 0.297 6.139 0.000 
Innovative leadership 0.187 4.452 0.000 
Supportive leadership 0.200 4.929 0.000 
Consultative leadership 0.041 0.961 0.337 
Authoritative leadership 0.138 3.631 0.000 
R2 0.459 




Research Question 3a: In what ways, if any, do perceived leadership behaviours 
influence employees’ innovation in Australian hotels and resorts?  
Simple regression analysis reveals that there is a significant relationship between 
perceived innovation-enhancing leadership and employees’ self-reported innovation in 
Australia hotels and resorts (β: 0.652, P: 0.000), with the construct explaining 42.5% of 
the variance in employees’ innovation (R-square: 0.425). 
Table 6.46 Regression model: innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours and employees’ 
innovation, Australian hotels and resorts 
Simple Regression Model Degree of Employee Innovation 
 β t-value p-value 
Innovation-enhancing leadership  .652 14.627 .000 
R2 .425 
Adjusted R2 .423 
F-value 213.953 
 
In order to examine the influence of variables external to the proposed model, the 
control variables (gender, age, education, organisational level, tenure, hotel category, 
organisation type and star rating) and perceived innovation-enhancing leadership were 
all included in the regression equation. The control variables entered in the first model 
explain 3.2% of the variance in construct on the level of self-reported employees’ 
innovation. In model 2, the main effect of the construct was entered. The result 
demonstrates a significant influence (P: 0.000): perceived innovation-enhancing 
leadership behaviours explain 44% of the variance in self-reported employees’ 
innovation (R-square: 0.440, Adjusted R-square: 0.423).  
Analysis of the control variables shows that none is significantly related to the influence 
of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours on self-reported employees’ 
innovation (P>0.05). According to the results of the second model, perceived 
innovation-enhancing leadership is the only independent variable significantly 
influencing employees’ self-reported innovation in Australian hotels and resorts (β:0. 
664, P:0. 000). 
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Table 6.47 Regression model: innovation-enhancing leadership and employees’ 
innovation, Australian hotels and resorts 
 Model 1 Model 2 
 β t-value p-value β t-value p-value 
Control variables 
Gender .037 .625 .533 .045 .998 .319 
Age -.019 -.198 .843 .092 1.262 .208 
Education .017 .264 .792 -.098 -1.956 .051 
Organisational level -.149 -1.730 .085 -.081 -1.234 .218 
Tenure -.009 -.091 .928 -.094 -1.225 .221 
Hotel category  -.097 -1.523 .129 -.032 -.657 .512 
Organisation type -.052 -.822 .412 -.006 -.128 .898 




 .664 14.355 .000 
R2 .032 .440 
Adjusted R2 .004 .423 
F-value 1.155 24.667 
 
In order to analyse the effect of different leadership behaviours on employees’ 
innovation in Australian hotels and resorts, a multiple regression analysis was 
conducted. All leadership behaviours except empowering and consultative–advisory 
leadership demonstrate a significant relationship with self-reported employee 
innovation. Perceived innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours (charismatic, 
participative, innovative-oriented, supportive and authoritative) explain 46.9% of the 
variance.  
Table 6.48 Multiple regression model: innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours and 
employees’ innovation, Australian hotels and resorts 
Multiple Regression Model Degree of Employees’ Innovation 
 β t-value p-value 
Charismatic leadership .127 2.684 .008 
Empowering leadership .003 .055 .956 
Participative leadership .262 4.529 .000 
Innovative leadership .272 5.436 .000 
Supportive leadership .214 4.485 .000 
Consultative leadership .071 1.509 .133 
Authoritative leadership .170 3.858 .000 
R2 .469 




Research Question 3b: In what ways, if any, do perceived leadership behaviours 
influence employees’ innovation in Iranian hotels and resorts?  
Simple regression analysis shows that there is a positive and significant relationship 
between perceived innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours and employees’ self-
reported innovation in Iranian hotels and resorts (β: 0.640, P: 0.000). Perceived 
innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours explain 41% of the variance in perceived 
employees’ innovation (R-square: 0.410). 
Table 6.49 Simple regression model: innovation-enhancing leadership and employees’ 
innovation, Iranian hotels and resorts 
Simple Regression Model Degree of Employee Innovation 
 β t-value p-value 
Innovation-enhancing leadership .640 8.536 .000 
R2 .410 
Adjusted R2 .404 
F-value 72.860 
 
In order to examine the influence of variables external to the proposed model, the 
control variables (gender, age, education, organisational level, tenure, hotel category, 
organisation type and star rating) and innovation-enhancing leadership were all included 
in the regression equation. The control variables entered in the first model explain 
25.1% of the variance in the influence of the construct on employees’ innovation. In 
model 2, the main effect of the construct of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership 
was entered. The result demonstrates a significant influence (P: 0.000). Perceived 
innovation-enhancing leadership explains 47.7% of the variance in self-reported 
employee innovation (R-square: 0.477, Adjusted R-square: 0.429). 
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Table 6.50 Regression model: innovation-enhancing leadership and employees’ 
innovation, Iranian hotels and resorts 
 Model 1 Model 2 
 β t-value p-value β t-value p-value 
Control variables 
Gender .036 .396 .693 .020 .261 .795 
Age .246 1.804 .074 .150 1.294 .199 
Education .093 .705 .482 .104 .939 .350 
Organisational level .060 .424 .673 .061 .512 .610 
Tenure -.129 -.756 .451 -.249 -1.733 .086 
Hotel category  .138 1.496 .138 .084 1.081 .283 
Organisation type -.132 -1.372 .173 -.083 -1.026 .307 




 .566 6.481 .000 
R2 .251 .477 
Adjusted R2 .190 .429 
F-value 4.102 9.839 
 
In order to analyse the effect of different leadership behaviours on employees’ 
innovation, a multiple regression analysis was conducted. Participative (β:0. 334, P: 
0.001), charismatic (β:0. 240, P: 0.007) and empowering leadership (β: 0.205, P: 0.015) 
demonstrate a significant influence on employees’ innovation. These behaviours explain 
48.7% of the variance in employees’ innovation in Iranian hotels and resorts (R-square: 
0.487). 
Table 6.51 Multiple regression model: innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours and 
employees’ innovation, Iranian hotels and resorts 
Multiple Regression Model Degree of Employees’ Creativity 
 β t-value p-value 
Charismatic leadership .240 2.732 .007 
Empowering leadership .205 2.479 .015 
Participative leadership .334 3.509 .001 
Innovative leadership -.027 -.340 .735 
Supportive leadership .144 1.879 .063 
Consultative leadership .097 1.247 .215 
Authoritative leadership .042 .549 .584 
R2 .487 
Adjusted R2 .451 
F-value 13.437 
 
Research Question 4: In what ways, if any, do employees’ perceptions of an 
organisational climate supportive of innovation moderate the relationship between 
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perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ creativity in Australian and Iranian 
hotels and resorts? 
The hierarchical regression analysis presented in the following table shows that the full 
model, including the control variables, the independent variable (perceived innovation-
enhancing leadership), and the interaction effect of perceived innovation-enhancing 
leadership with the moderator (perception’s of organisational climate supportive of 
innovation), is significant at (P: 0.000). The addition of interaction effects in the full 
model increases the R-square (R-square: 0.458, R-square change: 0.058), indicating that 
the proposed model explains 45.8% of the variance in the influence of perceived 
innovation-enhancing leadership on employees’ creativity. The results demonstrate that 
the relationship between these is moderated by an organisational climate supportive of 
innovation (P: 0.000) in Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts.  
Table 6.52 Hierarchical regression: moderating role of organisational climate supportive 
of innovation, Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 β t-value p-value β t-value p-value β t-value p-value 
Control variables 
Gender .012 .248 .804 .030 .770 .442 .025 .661 .509 
Age .104 1.312 .190 .174 2.783 .006 .156 2.614 .009 



































      .362 6.465 .000 
R2 0.025 0.400 0.458 
Adjusted R2 0.005 0.386 0.444 
F value 1.254 28.806 32.825 
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None of the control variables (gender, education, organisational level, hotel category, 
organisation type and star rating) is found to be significant in models 1, 2 and 3 except 
age and tenure, which are significant only in model 3. In model 2, the main effect of the 
independent variable was entered. The result demonstrates a significant influence (P: 
0.000); it explains 40% of the variance in employees’ creativity (R-square: 0.400, 
Adjusted R-square: 0.386). The interaction effect of perceived leadership behaviours 
and an organisational climate supportive of innovation, entered in model 3, explains 
45.8% of the variance in employees’ creativity (R-square: 0.458, adjusted R-square: 
0.444).  
To test if age and tenure influenced the significance of the interaction affect, after 
removing these variables another regression analysis was performed. The result shows 
that the final model still generates a significant result (P: 0.000), from which it can be 
concluded that the perception of an organisational climate supportive of innovation 
moderates the relationship between perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ 
creativity in Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts.  
Research Question 4-a: In what ways, if any, do employees’ perceptions of an 
organisational climate supportive of innovation moderate the relationship between 
perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ creativity in Australian hotels and 
resorts? 
The hierarchical regression analysis presented in Table 6.53 reveals that the full model, 
including the control variables, the independent variable (perceived innovation-
enhancing leadership), and the interaction effect of perceived innovation-enhancing 
leadership with the moderator (perceptions of organisational climate supportive of 
innovation) is significant at (P: 0.000). The addition of interaction effects to the full 
model increases the R-square (R-square: 0.479, R-square change: 0.066), demonstrating 
that the proposed model explains 47.9% of the variance in the influence of perceived 
innovation-enhancing leadership on employees’ creativity. The results indicate that the 
relationship between the independent variable and employees’ creativity is moderated 
by an organisational climate supportive of innovation (P: 0.000) in Australian hotels 
and resorts.  
 209 
None of the control variables is found to be significant in models 1, 2 or 3. The 
variables, entered in the first model, explain 3.3% of the variance on the level of 
employees’ creativity. In model 2 the main effect of the construct of perceived 
innovation-enhancing leadership was entered. The result demonstrates a significant 
influence (P: 0.000). Perceived innovation-enhancing leadership explain 41.3% of the 
variance in employees’ creativity (R-square: 0.413, Adjusted R-square: 0.394). The 
interaction effect of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership and perceptions of an 
organisational climate supportive of innovation were entered in model 3, and explains 
47.9% of the variance in self-reported employees’ creativity (R-square: 0.479, Adjusted 
R-square: 0.460).  
Table 6.53 Hierarchical regression: moderating role of organisational climate supportive 
of innovation, Australian hotels and resorts 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 β t-value p-value β t-value p-value β t-value p-value 
Control variables 
Gender .047 .798 .425 .055 1.190 .235 .059 1.363 .174 
Age .038 .397 .691 .145 1.938 .054 .136 1.924 .055 
Education .029 .450 .653 -.082 -1.595 .112 -.085 -1.764 .079 
Organisational 
level 
-.113 -1.306 .192 -.047 -.698 .486 -.030 -.472 .637 
Tenure -.024 -.235 .815 -.106 -1.342 .181 -.101 -1.358 .175 
Hotel category  -.108 -1.687 .093 -.045 -.895 .372 -.042 -.878 .381 
Organisation 
type 
-.053 -.840 .401 -.009 -.181 .856 -.024 -.509 .611 











      .409 5.952 .000 
R2 .033 .413 .479 
Adjusted R2 .006 .394 .460 
F Value 1.207 22.062 25.823 
 
Research Question 4b: In what ways, if any, do employees’ perceptions of an 
organisational climate supportive of innovation moderate the relationship between 
perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ creativity in Iranian hotels and resorts? 
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The hierarchical regression analysis presented in Table 6.54 reveal that the full model, 
including control variables, the independent variable (perceived innovation-enhancing 
leadership), and the interaction effect of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership 
with the moderator (an organisational climate supportive of innovation) is significant 
(P: 0.000). The addition of interaction effects to the full model increases the R-square 
(R-square: 0.449, R-square change: 0.059), indicating that the proposed model explains 
44.9% of the variance in the influence of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership on 
self-reported employees’ creativity. The results demonstrate that the relationship 
between perceived innovation-enhancing leadership and employees’ creativity in 
Iranian hotels and resorts is moderated by an organisational climate supportive of 
innovation (P: 0.001).  
The effect of control variables (gender, age, education, organisational level, tenure, 
hotel category, organisation type, and star rating) is not found to be significant in 
models 1, 2 or 3 except for age and star rating, which are significant in all three models.  
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Table 6.54 Hierarchical regression: moderation role of organisational climate supportive 
of innovation, Iranian hotels and resorts 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 β t-value p-value β t-value 
p-
value 
β t-value p-value 
Control variables 
Gender .004 .040 .968 -.009 -.107 .915 -.063 -.785 .434 
Age .373 2.737 .007 .298 2.386 .019 .247 2.058 .042 
Education .005 .036 .971 .013 .111 .912 .087 .741 .461 
Organisational 
level 
.033 .230 .818 .033 .258 .797 .078 .633 .528 
Tenure -.192 -1.129 .262 -.285 -1.834 .070 -.271 -1.825 .071 
Hotel category  -.013 -.141 .888 -.055 -.649 .518 -.062 -.773 .442 
Organisation 
type 
-.037 -.387 .700 -.001 .007 .995 .033 .393 .695 











      .328 3.223 .002 
R2 .254 .390 .449 
Adjusted R2 .193 .333 .392 
F Value 4.162 6.878 7.829 
 
The control variables entered in the first model explain 25.4% of the variance in the 
level of self-reported employees’ creativity. In model 2, the main effect of the construct 
of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership was entered. The result demonstrates a 
significant influence at (P: 0.000) level: the construct explains 39% of the variance in 
employees’ creative (R-square: 0.390, Adjusted R-square: 0.333). The interaction effect 
of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership and an organisational climate supportive 
of innovation was entered in model 3 and explains 44.9% of the variance in employees’ 
creativity (R-square: 0.449, Adjusted R-square: 0.392). To test if these control variables 
affect the significance of the interaction affect, after removing age and star rating 
another regression analysis was performed. The final model still yields a significant 
result (P: 0.000) and therefore it can be concluded that perceptions of an organisational 
climate supportive of innovation moderate the relationship between perceived 
innovation-enhancing leadership and employees’ creativity.  
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Research Question 5: In what ways, if any, do employees’ perceptions of an 
organisational climate supportive of innovation moderate the relationship between 
perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ innovation in Australian and Iranian 
hotels and resorts? 
The hierarchical regression analysis presented in Table 6.55 reveals that the full model, 
including the control variables, independent variable (perceived innovation-enhancing 
leadership), and the interaction of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership with the 
moderator (perceptions of organisational climate supportive of innovation) is significant 
(P: 0.000). When compared with the first two models, the addition of interaction effects 
in the full model increases the R-square (R-square: 0.498, R-square change: 0.055). The 
proposed model explains 49.8% of the variance in the influence of perceived 
innovation-enhancing leadership on self-reported employees’ innovation, and 
demonstrates that the relationship between perceived innovation-enhancing leadership 
and self-reported employees’ innovation in Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts is 
moderated by perceptions of an organisational climate supportive of innovation (P: 
0.000).  
In order to examine the effect of control variables on the proposed model, hierarchical 
regression models were created including the control variables (gender, age, education, 
organisational level, tenure, hotel category, organisation type, and star rating). 
According to the results, none of the control variables is significant in models 1, 2 or 3. 
The control variables entered in the first model explain 3.5% of the variance on the 
level of employees’ innovation. In model 2, the main effect of perceived innovation-
enhancing leadership was entered. The result demonstrates a significant influence (P: 
0.000). The construct of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership explains 44.3% of 
the variance in self-reported employee innovation (R-square: 0.443, adjusted R-square: 
0.430). The interaction effect of innovation-enhancing leadership with perceptions of 
organisational climate supportive of innovation, entered in model 3, explains 49.8% of 
the variance in self-reported employees’ innovation (R-square: 0.498, Adjusted R-
square: 0.485).  
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Table 6.55 Hierarchical regression analysis: moderating role of organisational climate 
supportive of innovation, Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 




Gender .017 .336 .737 .036 .933 .351 .030 .833 .405 
Age .039 .487 .626 .112 1.848 .065 .094 1.631 .104 
Education .002 .030 .976 -.057 -1.284 .200 -.028 -.654 .514 
Organisational 
level 
-.087 -1.160 .247 -.057 -1.004 .316 -.043 -.793 .428 
Tenure -.003 -.033 .973 -.123 -1.836 .067 -.119 -1.867 .063 
Hotel category  .023 .432 .666 .003 .066 .948 -.018 .457 .648 
Organisation 
type 
-.103 -1.911 .057 -.043 -.1036 .301 -.039 -.993 .322 











      .352 6.528 .000 
R2 0.035 0.443 0.498 
Adjusted R2 0.015 0.430 0.485 
F Value 1.743 34.313 38.447 
 
Research Question 5a: In what ways, if any, do employees’ perceptions of an 
organisational climate supportive of innovation moderate the relationship between 
perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ innovation in Australian hotels and 
resorts? 
The hierarchical regression analysis presented in table 6.56 reveals that the full model, 
including the independent variable (perceived innovation-enhancing leadership), the 
moderator (perception’s of organisational climate supportive of climate) and the 
interaction effects is significant (P: 0.000). When compared with the first two models, 
the addition of interaction effects in the full model increases the R-square (R-square: 
0.527, R-square change: 0.087). The proposed model explains 52.7% of the variance in 
the influence of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership on employees’ innovation, 
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demonstrating that the relationship between the construct of perceived innovation-
enhancing leadership behaviours and self-reported employees’ innovation in Australian 
hotels and resorts is moderated by perceptions of an organisational climate supportive 
of innovation (P: 0.001).  
Table 6.56 Hierarchical regression analysis: moderating role of organisational climate 
supportive of innovation, Australian hotels and resorts 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 β t-value p-value β t-value p-value β t-value p-value 
Control Variables 
Gender .037 .625 .533 .045 .998 .319 .050 1.206 .229 
Age -.019 -.198 .843 .092 1.262 .208 .082 1.215 .225 
Education .017 .264 .792 -.098 -1.956 .051 -.102 -2.212 .028 
Organisational 
level 
-.149 -1.730 .085 -.081 -1.234 .218 -.062 -1.017 .310 
Tenure -.009 -.091 .928 -.094 -1.225 .221 -.089 -1.254 .211 
Hotel category  -.097 -1.523 .129 -.032 -.657 .512 -.028 -.629 .530 
Hotel type -.052 -.822 .412 .006 -.128 .898 -.023 -.520 .604 











      .468 7.145 .000 
R2 .032 .440 .527 
Adjusted R2 .004 .423 .510 
F Value 1.155 24.667 31.246 
 
In order to examine the effect of control variables on the proposed model, hierarchical 
regression models were created including the control variables (gender, age, education, 
and organisational level, tenure, hotel category, organisation type, and star rating). None 
of the control variables except education is found to be significant in models 1, 2 or 3. 
Education is found to be significant only in the third model. The control variables 
entered in the first model explain 3.2% of the variance on the level of employees’ 
innovation. In model 2, the main effect of the construct of perceived innovation-
enhancing leadership was entered. The result demonstrates a significant influence (P: 
0.000), indicating that the construct of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership 
explains 44% of the variance in employee innovation (R-square: 0.440, Adjusted R-
square: 0.423). The interaction effect of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership with 
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an organisational climate supportive of innovation was entered in model 3, and explains 
52.7% of the variance in employees’ innovation (R-square: 0.527, Adjusted R-square: 
0.510).  
To test if education affected the significance of the interaction affect, this variable was 
removed and another regression analysis performed. The final model still generates a 
significant result (P: 0.000), and it can be concluded that perceptions of an 
organisational climate supportive of innovation moderate the relationship between 
perceived innovation-enhancing leadership and employees’ innovation. 
Research Question 5b: In what ways, if any, do employees’ perceptions of an 
organisational climate supportive of innovation moderate the relationship between 
perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ innovation in Iranian hotels and 
resorts? 
The hierarchical regression analysis presented in Table 6.57 reveals that the full model, 
including the control variables, independent variable (perceived innovation-enhancing 
leadership), and the interaction of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership with the 
moderator (perceptions of organisational climate supportive of innovation) is significant 
(P: 0.000). The addition of interaction effects in the full model increases the R-square 
(R-square: 0.517, R-square change: 0.040). The proposed model explains 51.7% of the 
variance in the influence of innovation-enhancing leadership on employee innovation, 
indicating that the relationship between perceived innovation-enhancing leadership and 
employees’ innovation in Iranian hotels and resorts is moderated by perceptions of an 
organisational climate supportive of innovation.  
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Table 6.57 Hierarchical regression analysis: moderating role of organisational climate, 
Iranian hotels and resorts 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 






β t-value p-value 
Control Variables 
Gender .036 .396 .693 .020 .261 .795 -.024 -.323 .748 
Age .246 1.804 .074 .150 1.294 .199 .109 .964 .338 
Education .093 .705 .482 .104 .939 .350 .164 1.497 .138 
Organisational 
level 
.060 .424 .673 .061 .512 .610 .097 .842 .402 
Tenure -.129 -.756 .451 -.249 -1.733 .086 -.238 -1.710 .091 
Hotel category  .138 1.496 .138 .084 1.081 .283 .078 1.037 .302 
Organisation 
type 
-.132 -1.372 .173 -.083 -1.026 .307 -.057 -.719 .474 











      .267 2.798 .006 
R2 .251 .477 .517 
Adjusted R2 .190 .429 .466 
F Value 4.102 9.839 10.261 
 
Hierarchical regression analysis also served to examine the effect of control variables 
(gender, age, education, organisational level, tenure, hotel category, organisation type, 
and star rating) on the proposed model. Except for star rating in models 1 and 2, none is 
found to be significant. That star rating is found to be insignificant in model 3 shows 
that it does not influence the moderating effect. The control variables entered in the first 
model explain 25.1% of the variance on the level of self-reported employees’ 
innovation. In model 2, the main effect of the construct of perceived innovation-
enhancing leadership was entered. The result demonstrates a significant influence (P: 
0.000): this construct explains 47.7% of the variance in employee innovation (R2: 
0.477, adjusted R: 0.429). The interaction effect of innovation-enhancing leadership and 
perceptions of organisational climate entered in model 3 explains 51.7% of the variance 
in employees’ innovation (R-square: 0.517, Adjusted R-square: 0.466). To test if age 
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influenced the significance of the interaction affect, this variable was removed and 
another regression analysis performed. The final model still generates a significant 
result (P: 0.000). 
Research Question 6: In what ways, if any, does personal initiative moderate the 
relationship between perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ creativity in 
Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts? 
The hierarchical regression analysis presented in Table 6.58 reveals that the full model, 
including the control variables, independent variable (perceived innovation-enhancing 
leadership), and the interaction of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership with the 
moderator (personal initiative) is significant (P: 0.000). The addition of interaction 
effects in the full model increases the R-square (R-square: 0.483, R-square change: 
0.083). The proposed model explains 48.3% of the variance in the influence of 
perceived innovation-enhancing leadership on self-reported employees’ creativity and 
demonstrates that the relationship between innovation-enhancing leadership and 
employees’ creativity in Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts is moderated by 
personal initiative (P: 0.000).  
Hierarchical regression analysis also served to examine the effect of control variables 
(gender, age, education, and organisational level, tenure, hotel category, organisation 
type and star rating) on the proposed model. None of the control variables is found to be 
significant in models 1, 2 or 3 apart from age and hotel category. Age was found to be 
significant in model in models 2 and 3. Hotel category was found to be significant only 
in the model 3.The control variables entered in the first model explain 2.5% of the 
variance on the level of employees’ creativity. In model 2, the main effect of perceived 
innovation-enhancing leadership was entered. The result demonstrates a significant 
influence (P: 0.000). Perceived innovation-enhancing leadership explains 40% of the 
variance in perceived employees’ creativity (R-square: 0.400, Adjusted R-square: 
0.386). The interaction effect of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership and 
personal initiative entered in model 3 explains 48.3% of the variance in employees’ 
creativity (R-square: 0.483, Adjusted R-square: 0.470). To test if age and Hotel 
category influenced the significance of the interaction affect, this variable was removed 
and another regression analysis performed. The final model still generates a significant 
result (P: 0.000). 
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Table 6.58 Hierarchical regression analysis: moderating role of personal initiative, 
Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 β t-value p-value β t-value p-value β t-value p-value 
Control variables 
Gender .012 .248 .804 .030 .770 .442 .026 .710 .478 
Age .104 1.312 .190 .174 2.783 .006 .146 2.499 .013 
Education -.021 -.355 .723 -.077 -1.673 .095 -.053 -1.222 .222 
Organisational 
level 
-.062 -.820 .413 -.033 -.563 .574 -.003 -.062 .950 
Tenure -.020 -.224 .823 -.135 -1.939 .053 -.114 -1.761 .079 
Hotel 
category  
-.017 -.311 .756 -.036 -.859 .391 -.097 -2.430 .016 
Organisation 
type 
-.078 -1.435 .152 -.020 -.464 .643 -.012 -.300 .764 











      .623 7.887 .000 
R2 0.025 0.400 0.483 
Adjusted R2 0.005 0.386 0.470 
F Value 1.254 28.806 36.225 
 
Research Question 6-a: In what ways, if any, does personal initiative moderate the 
relationship between perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ creativity in 
Australian hotels and resorts? 
The hierarchical regression analysis presented in Table 6.59 reveals that the full model, 
including the control variables, independent variable (perceived innovation-enhancing 
leadership), and the interaction of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership with the 
moderator (personal initiative) is significant (P: 0.000). The addition of interaction 
effects in the full model increases the R-square (R-square: 0.454, R-square change: 
0.041). The proposed model explains 45.4% of the variance in the influence of 
innovation-enhancing leadership on employees’ creativity. This relationship between 
leadership and creativity in Iranian hotels and resorts is moderated by personal initiative 
(P: 0.000).  
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To examine the effect of the control variables on the proposed model, the hierarchical 
regression models included the control variables (gender, age, education, organisational 
level, tenure, hotel category, organisation type, and star rating). None of these is found 
to be significant in models 1, 2 or 3 (P > 0.05). The control variables that were entered 
in the first model explain 3.3% of the variance on the level of employees’ creativity. In 
model 2, the main effect of innovation-enhancing leadership was entered. The result 
demonstrates a significant influence (P: 0.000).  
Table 6.59 Hierarchical regression analysis: moderating role of personal initiative, 
Australian hotels and resorts 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 β t-value p-value β t-value 
p-
value 
β t-value p-value 
Control variables 
Gender .047 .798 .425 .055 1.190 .235 .035 .794 .428 
Age .038 .397 .691 .145 1.938 .054 .142 1.971 .050 
Education .029 .450 .653 -.082 -1.595 .112 -.086 -1.739 .083 
Organisational 
level 
-.113 -1.306 .192 -.047 -.698 .486 -.013 -.199 .842 
Tenure -.024 -.235 .815 -.106 -1.342 .181 -.105 -1.374 .170 
Hotel category  -.108 -1.687 .093 -.045 -.895 .372 -.053 -1.105 .270 
Organisation 
type 
-.053 -.840 .401 -.009 -.181 .856 -.022 -.453 .651 











      .460 4.610 .000 
R2 .033 .413 .454 
Adjusted R2 .006 .394 .435 
F Value 1.207 22.062 23.407 
 
Perceived innovation-enhancing leadership explains 41.3% of the variance in perceived 
employee creativity (R2: 0.413, Adjusted R2: 0.394). The interaction effect of 
perceived innovation-enhancing leadership and personal initiative entered in model 3 
explains 45.4% of the variance in self-reported employees’ creativity (R-square: 0.454, 
Adjusted R-square: 0.435).  
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Research Question 6b: In what ways, if any, does personal initiative moderate the 
relationship between perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ creativity in 
Iranian hotels and resorts? 
The hierarchical regression analysis presented in Table 6.60 reveals that the full model, 
including the control variables, independent variable (perceived innovation-enhancing 
leadership), and the interaction of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership with the 
moderator (personal initiative) is significant (P: 0.000). The addition of interaction 
effects in the full model increases the R-square significantly (R-square: 0.650, R-square 
change: 0.26). The proposed model explains 65% of the variance in the influence of 
perceived innovation-enhancing leadership on self-reported employees’ creativity in 
Iranian hotels and resorts: the relationship between this leadership and employees’ 
creativity in Iranian hotels and resorts is moderated by personal initiative (P: 0.000).  
Hierarchical regression analysis also served to examine the effect of control variables 
(gender, age, education, organisational level, tenure, hotel category, organisation type, 
and star rating) on the proposed model. Except for age and star rating, none of the 
control variables is found to be significant. Age and star rating are significant only in 
models 1 and 2, and insignificant in model 3, which shows that they do not influence 
the moderating affects. The control variables that were entered in the first model explain 
25.4% of the variance on the level of employees’ innovation.  
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Table 6.60 Hierarchical regression analysis: moderating role of personal initiative, Iranian 
hotels and resorts 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 β t-value p-value β t-value p-value β t-value p-value 
Control variables 
Gender .004 .040 .968 -.009 -0.107 .915 -.017 -.273 .786 
Age .373 2.737 .007 .298 2.386 .019 .112 1.145 .255 
Education .005 .036 .971 .013 .111 .912 -.074 -.808 .421 
Organisational 
level 
.033 .230 .818 .033 .258 .797 .087 .885 .378 
Tenure -.192 -1.129 .262 -.285 -1.834 .070 -.068 -.563 .575 
hotel category  -.013 -.141 .888 -.055 -.649 .518 -.091 -1.409 .162 
Organisation 
type 
-.037 -.387 .700 .001 .007 .995 .060 .899 .371 






   .438 4.648 .000 -.368 -3.079 .003 
Interaction Effect 
IEL X Personal 
Initiative 
      1.104 8.454 .000 
R2 .254 .390 .650 
Adjusted R2 .193 .333 .614 
F Value 4.162 6.878 17.834 
 
In model 2, the main effect of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership was entered. 
The result demonstrates a significant influence (P: 0.000). Perceived innovation-
enhancing leadership explains 39% of the variance in self-reported employees’ 
creativity (R2: 0.390, adjusted R2: 0.333). The interaction effect of leadership and 
personal initiative entered in model 3 explains 65% of the variance in employees’ 
creativity (R2: 0.650, Adjusted R2: 0.614).  
Research Question 7: In what ways, if any, does personal initiative moderate the 
relationship between perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ innovation in 
Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts? 
The hierarchical regression analysis presented in Table 6.61 reveals that the full model, 
including the independent variable (perceived innovation-enhancing leadership), the 
dependent variable (employees’ innovation), the moderator (personal initiative) and the 
interaction effects is significant (P: 0.000). The addition of interaction effects in the full 
model increases the R-square (R-square: 0.489, R-square change: 0.46). The proposed 
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model explains 48.9% of the variance in the influence of perceived innovation-
enhancing leadership on self-reported employees’ innovation. The relationship between 
these two in Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts is moderated by personal initiative 
(P: 0.000).  
Table 6.61 Hierarchical regression: moderation role of personal Initiative, Australian and 
Iranian hotels and resorts 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 β t-value p-value β t-value p-value β t-value p-value 
Control variables 
Gender .017 .336 .737 .036 .933 .351 .032 .885 .377 
Age .039 .487 .626 .112 1.848 .065 .090 1.554 .121 
Education .002 .030 .976 -.057 -1.284 .200 -.039 -.903 .367 
Organisational 
level 
-.087 -1.160 .247 -.057 -1.004 .316 -.035 -.635 .526 
Tenure -.003 -.033 .973 -.123 -1.836 .067 -.107 -1.670 .096 
Hotel category  .023 .432 .666 .003 .066 .948 -.043 -1.086 .278 
Hotel type -.103 -1.911 .057 -.043 -1.036 .301 -.037 -.930 .353 






   .659 16.874 .000 .254 3.276 .001 
Interaction Effect 
IEL x  
personal 
initiative 
      .469 5.969 .000 
R2 0.035 0.443 0.489 
Adjusted R2 0.015 0.430 0.476 
F Value 1.743 34.313 37.194 
 
In order to examine the effect of control variables on the proposed model, hierarchical 
regression models were created including the control variables (gender, age, education, 
and organisational level, tenure, hotel category, organisation type, and star rating). None 
of the control variables is found to be significant in models 1, 2 or 3. The control 
variables entered in the first model explain 3.5% of the variance on the level of 
employees’ innovation. In model 2, the main effect of perceived innovation-enhancing 
leadership behaviours construct was entered. The result demonstrates a significant 
influence (P: 0.000). The construct of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership 
explains 44.3% of the variance in self-reported employee innovation (R-square: 0.443, 
Adjusted R-square: 0.430). The interaction effect of leadership and personal initiative 
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entered in model 3 explains 48.9% of the variance in employees’ innovation (R-square: 
0.489, Adjusted R-square: 0.476).  
Research Question 7-a: In what ways, if any, does personal initiative moderate the 
relationship between perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ innovation in 
Australian hotels and resorts? 
The hierarchical regression analysis presented in Table6.62 reveals that the full model, 
including the control variables, independent variable (perceived innovation-enhancing 
leadership), and the interaction of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership with the 
moderator (personal initiative) is significant (P: 0.000). The addition of interaction 
effects in the full model increases the R-square (R-square: 0.496, R-square change: 
0.056). The proposed model explains 49.6% of the variance in the influence of 
perceived innovation-enhancing leadership on self-reported employees’ innovation, 
demonstrating that the relationship between them in Australian hotels and resorts is 
moderated by personal initiative (P: 0.000).  
Of the control variables (gender, age, education, organisational level, tenure, hotel 
category, organisation type, and star rating), the outcome of hierarchical regression 
analysis indicates that except for educational level, which is significant in model 3, 
none of the control variables is found to be significant. The control variables entered in 
the first model explain 3.2% of the variance on the level of employees’ innovation. In 
model 2, the main effect of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours was 
entered. The result demonstrates a significant influence (P: 0.000). The construct of 
perceived innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours explains 44% of the variance in 
self-reported employee innovation (R-square: 0.440, Adjusted R-square: 0.423). The 
interaction effect of innovation-enhancing leadership and personal initiative entered in 
the model 3 explains 49.6% of the variance in employees’ innovation (R-square: 0.496, 





Table 6.62 Hierarchical regression: moderation role of personal initiative, Australian 
hotels and resorts 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 β t-value p-value β t-value p-value β t-value p-value 
Control variables 
Gender .037 .625 .533 .045 .998 .319 .023 .524 .600 
Age -.019 -.198 .843 .092 1.262 .208 .089 1.284 .200 
Education .017 .264 .792 -.098 -1.956 .051 -.103 -2.161 .032 
Organisational 
level 
-.149 -1.730 .085 -.081 -1.234 .218 -.042 -.666 .506 
Tenure -.009 -.091 .928 -.094 -1.225 .221 -.093 -1.270 .205 
Hotel category  -.097 -1.523 .129 -.032 -.657 .512 -.042 -.905 .366 
Organisation 
type 
-.052 -.822 .412 -.006 -.128 .898 -.021 -.454 .651 











      .532 5.541 .000 
R2 .032 .440 .496 
Adjusted R2 .004 .423 .478 
F Value 1.155 24.667 27.610 
 
To test if education influenced the significance of the interaction effect, another 
regression analysis was performed after the education variable from the regression 
equation model. The final model is still significant (P: 0.000); it can thus be concluded 
that personal initiative moderates the association between perceived innovation-
enhancing leadership and self-reported employees’ innovation.  
Research Question 7b: In what ways, if any, does personal initiative moderate the 
relationship between perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ innovation in 
Iranian hotels and resorts? 
The hierarchical regression analysis presented in the following table reveals that the full 
model, including the control variables, independent variable (perceived innovation-
enhancing leadership), and the interaction of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership 
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with the moderator (personal initiative) is significant (P: 0.002). The addition of 
interaction effects in the full model increases the R-square (R-square: 0.525, R-square 
change: 0.048). This indicates that the proposed model explains 52.5% of the variance 
in the influence of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership on self-reported 
employees’ innovation and demonstrates that the relationship between them in Iranian 
hotels and resorts is moderated by personal initiative (P: 0.002).  
Table 6.63 Hierarchical regression analysis: moderating role of personal initiative, Iranian 
hotels and resorts 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 










Gender .036 .396 .693 .020 .261 .795 .016 .223 .824 
Age .249 1.804 .074 .150 1.294 .199 .070 .614 .541 
Education .093 .705 .482 .104 .939 .350 .067 .623 .535 
Organisational 
level 
.060 .424 .673 .061 .512 .610 .084 .734 .465 
Tenure -.129 -.756 .451 -.249 -1.733 .086 -.156 -1.108 .271 
Hotel category  .138 1.496 .138 .084 1.081 .283 .069 .920 .360 
Organisation 
type 
-.132 -1.372 .173 -.083 -1.026 .307 -.058 -.738 .462 











      .473 3.110 .002 
R2 .251 .477 .525 
Adjusted R2 .190 .429 .476 
F Value 4.102 9.839 10.614 
 
In order to examine the effect of control variables on the proposed model, hierarchical 
regression models were created including the control variables (gender, age, education, 
organisational level, tenure, hotel category, organisation type, and star rating). Except 
for star rating, which is significant in models 1 and 2, none of the control variables is 
found to be significant. Star rating does not show any significant effect in model 3, 
which indicates that it does not influence the interaction effect. The control variables 
entered in the first model explain 25.1% of the variance on the level of employees’ 
innovation. In model 2, the main effect of innovation-enhancing leadership was entered. 
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The result demonstrates a significant influence (P: 0.000) level. Perceived innovation-
enhancing leadership explains 47.7% of the variance in self-reported employees’ 
innovation (R-square: 0.477, Adjusted R-square: 0.429). The interaction effect of 
leadership and personal initiative entered in the Model 3 explains 52.5% of the variance 
in employees’ innovation (R-square: 0.525, Adjusted R-square: 0.476).  
6.10 T-Test and Analysis of Variance (ANOVA): Differences between Groups 
T-test and ANOVA were conducted to examine differences between-groups in each 
sample of Australia and Iran. Mean scores were used to compare groups in terms of 
gender, age, educational, organisational level, tenure, hotel category, organisation type 
and star rating.  
6.10.1 T-Test and Analysis of variance (ANOVA): Differences between Groups in 
the Australian Sample 
Gender 
An independent sample t-test was conducted to compare the creativity and innovation 
scores for males and females in the sample from Australia hotels and resorts. The 
results show that there are no significant differences in scores for males and females.  
Table 6.64 T-test: gender 
Variable Mean (Male) Mean (Female) T-value Significant 
Creativity 3.87 3.93 -0.708 0.479 
Innovation 3.89 3.95 -0.664 0.507 
 
Age 
To explore the impact of age on creativity and innovation, a one-way between-groups 
analysis of variance was conducted. The respondents were divided into five groups 
according to age. There was no statistically significant difference at the p <0.05 level in 




Table 6.65 ANOVA: age 
Variable Mean 










Creativity 4.00 3.90 3.76 4.10 4.08 2.495 0.43 
Innovation 4.00 3.92 3.81 4.10 4.04 1.636 0.165 
 
Educational Qualifications 
To explore the impact of education on creativity and innovation, a one-way between-
groups analysis of variance was conducted. Respondents were divided into five groups 
according to their highest educational qualification: secondary education, certificate/ 
diploma, bachelors, masters or PhD degree. The results indicate no statistically 
significant difference at the p <0.05 level in creativity and innovation scores for the five 
educational qualification groups (P: 0.43, P: 0.62 respectively). 








































































































Creativity 3.58 3.94 3.88 3.90 4.31 0.957 0.432 
Innovation 3.58 3.89 3.91 3.93 4.35 0.659 0.621 
 
Organisational Level 
To explore the impact of job position on creativity and innovation, a one-way between-
groups analysis of variance was conducted. Respondents were divided into two main 
groups: manager/supervisor/leader, and staff. The results indicate no statistically 
significant difference at the p <0.05 level in creativity and innovation scores (P: 0.11, P: 
0.60 respectively) for organisational level groups. 
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Creativity 3.97 3.84 2.451 0.119 
Innovation 4.00 3.85 3.565 0.60 
 
Tenure 
To explore the impact of tenure on creativity and innovation, a one-way between-
groups analysis of variance was conducted. Respondents were divided into four main 
groups: one year and below, one to three years, four to seven years, and more than 
seven years. The results indicated no statistically significant difference at the p <0.05 
level in creativity and innovation scores (P: 0.43, P: 0.48 respectively) for tenure. 










Creativity 3.886 3.907 3.822 4.00 0.906 0.439 
Innovation 3.971 3.858 3.919 4.012 0.810 0.489 
 
Hotel Category  
To explore the impact of hotel categories on creativity and innovation, a one-way 
between-groups analysis of variance was conducted. Respondents were divided into 
four main groups: hotel, resort, hotel and resort, and boutique hotel. The results indicate 
a statistically significant difference at the P < 0.005 level in both creativity and 
innovation scores for the four groups (P: 0.001). The post hoc comparisons using the 
Tukey HSD test indicate that the mean score for those who were from resorts (M: 4.21, 
SD: 0.79) is significantly different from that of those who were from boutique hotels 
(M: 3.9, SD: 0.67) in regard to creativity; the data show the same outcome in regard to 
innovation. The mean score for those from resorts (M: 4.23, SD: 0.65) is significantly 
different from that of those from boutique hotels (M: 3.59, SD: 0.89). Participants from 
hotels (M: 3.91 creativity, 3.93 innovation; SD: 0.57 creativity, 0.54 innovation) and 
hotel and resort (M: 3.97 creativity, 4.00 innovation; SD: 0.60 creativity, 0.64 
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innovation) do not differ significantly from each other. Despite reaching statistical 
significance, the actual difference in means scores between the groups is small. The 
resulting eta squared value is 0.05, which in Cohen’s’ (1988, p.284) terms is considered 
a small effect size. The resulting eta squared value of innovation is 0.005, again a very 
small effect size.  










Creativity 3.91 4.21 3.97 3.58 5.26 0.001 
Innovation 3.93 4.23 4.00 3.59 5.85 0.001 
 
Organisation Type 
To explore the impact of hotel categories on creativity and innovation, a one-way 
between-groups analysis of variance was conducted. Respondents were divided into 
three main groups: local chain, international chain, and non-chain. The results indicate 
no statistically significant difference at the p <0.05 level in creativity and innovation 
scores (P: 0.28, P: 0.10 respectively) for the organisation type. 









Creativity 3.94 3.92 3.78 1.262 0.28 
Innovation 3.95 3.98 3.77 2.299 0.10 
 
Hotel Star Rating 
To explore the impact of star rating on creativity and innovation, a one-way between-
groups analysis of variance was conducted. Respondents were divided into five main 
groups: 3-star, 3.5-star, 4-star, 4.5-star, and 5-star. The results indicate no statistically 
significant difference at the p <0.05 level in creativity and innovation scores (P: 0.70, P: 
0.48) for the different star ratings. 
 230 












Creativity 3.93 4.10 3.92 3.93 3.90 0.543 0.704 
Innovation 3.89 4.28 3.95 3.65 3.88 0.870 0.482 
 
6.10.2 T-Test and Analysis of Variance (ANOVA): Differences between Groups in 
Iranian Sample 
Gender 
An independent sample t-test was conducted to compare the creativity and innovation 
scores for males and females in the sample from Iranian hotels and resorts. The results 
show no significant differences in scores for males and females.  
Table 6.72 T-Test: gender 
Variable Mean (Male) Mean (Female) T-value Significant 
Creativity 3.64 3.67 -0.201 0.841 
Innovation 3.68 3.75 -0.537 0.593 
 
Age 
To explore the impact of age on creativity and innovation, a one-way between-groups 
analysis of variance was conducted. The respondents were divided into five groups 
according to their age. The results show statistically significant difference at the p <0.05 
level in creativity and innovation scores (P: 0.000, P: 0.003) for five age groups. The 
post hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicate that the creativity mean score 
for those between 41 and 50 years old (M: 3.93, SD: 0.69) and those above 51 (M: 4.36, 
SD: 0.49), is significantly different from those who were under 25 (M: 3.15, SD: 0.50). 
The age group 25–30 (M: 3.52, SD: 0.69) does not differ significantly from the age 
group 31-40 (M: 3.63, SD: 0.43). The actual difference in mean scores between the 
groups is quite large. The effect size, calculated using eta squared, is 0.18, representing 
a large effect size (Cohen, 1988). 
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The post hoc comparisons indicate that the innovation mean score for those above 51 
years old (M: 4.30, SD: 0.49) and those between 41 and 50 (M: 4.08, SD: 0.22), is 
significantly different from those between 25 and 30 years old (M: 3.52, SD: 0.75). The 
age group below 25 old does not differ significantly from the age group of 25–30 (M: 
3.52, SD:0. 75). The actual difference in mean scores between the groups is quite large. 
The effect size, calculated using eta squared, is 0.14, representing a large effect size 
(Cohen, 1988). 
Table 6.73 ANOVA: age 











Creativity 3.15 3.52 3.63 3.93 4.36 5.737 0.000 
Innovation 3.54 3.52 3.75 4.08 4.30 4.226 0.003 
 
Educational Qualification 
To explore the impact of education on creativity and innovation, a one-way between-
groups analysis of variance was conducted. Respondents were divided into five groups 
according to their education: secondary education, certificate/diploma, bachelor degree, 
masters and PhD. The results indicate a statistically significant difference at the p <0.05 
level in creativity and innovation scores (P: 0.033, P: 0.006 respectively) for the four 
relevant education groups. The post hoc comparisons test indicates that the creativity 
mean score is significantly different for those with doctoral and higher education (M: 
3.90, SD: 0.75) and master’s degree (M: 3.84, SD: 0.55) than those with certificate/ 
diploma (M: 3.38, SD: 0.60). The participants with bachelor degree (M: 3.53, SD: 0.62) 
do not differ significantly from those with a certificate/ diploma (M: 3.38, SD: 0.60). 
The actual difference in mean scores between the groups is medium. In regard to 
creativity, the eta-squared value is 0.08, which in Cohen’s (1988) terms is considered a 
medium effect size. The actual difference in innovation mean scores between the groups 

















Creativity 3.38 3.53 3.84 3.90 3.023 0.033 
Innovation 3.32 3.59 3.91 4.08 4.352 0.006 
 
Organisational Level 
To explore the impact of job position on creativity and innovation, a one-way between-
groups analysis of variance was conducted. Respondents were divided into two main 
groups: manager/supervisor/ leader, and staff. The results indicate a statistically 
significant difference at the p <0.05 level in creativity and innovation scores (P: 0.013, 
P: 0.012 respectively) for organisational levels. The mean comparison analysis indicates 
that the creativity mean score for those in managerial, supervisory or leadership 
positions (M: 3.80, SD: 0.56) are significantly different from that of those at staff level 
(M: 3.50, SD: 0.67). The same outcome is found in regard to the innovation mean 
comparisons: the innovation scores for those in leadership positions (M: 3.80, SD: 0.56) 
are significantly different from those at staff level (M: 3.56, SD: 0.72). Despite reaching 
statistical significance, the actual difference in creativity and innovation mean scores 
between the groups is small. The resulting eta squared value for both creativity and 
innovation is 0.05, which in Cohen’s (1988), terms is a small effect size.  






Creativity 3.80 3.50 6.428 0.013 
Innovation 4.87 3.56 6.607 0.012 
 
Tenure 
To explore the impact of tenure on creativity and innovation, a one-way between-
groups analysis of variance was conducted. Respondents were divided into four main 
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groups: one year and less, one to three years, four to seven years and more than seven 
years. The results indicate a statistically significant difference at the p <0.05 level in 
creativity and innovation scores (P: 0.43, P: 0.48 respectively) for the tenure group. The 
post hoc analysis using Tukey HSD indicates that the creativity mean score for those 
who had worked in the organisation for more than seven years (M: 3.92, SD: 0.56), is 
significantly different from that of those who had worked less than one year in the 
organisation (M: 3.37, SD: 0.86). Participants with tenure of one to three years (M: 
3.58, SD: 0.62) and four to seven years (M: 3.52, SD: 0.44) do not differ significantly 
from each other or the group of less than one year’s tenure (M: SD:). In regard to the 
innovation scores, the post hoc analysis indicates that the innovation mean score is 
significantly different for those who had worked in the organisation for more than seven 
years (M: 4.00, SD:0. 511) than for those with tenure of less than one year (M: 3.31, 
SD: 0.91) or four to seven years (M: 3.53, SD: 0.58). Participants with a tenure of one 
to three years (M: 3.70, SD: 0.63) also show a significant different mean score than 
those with tenure of less than one year or four to seven years. The actual difference in 
mean scores between the groups is medium. In regard to creativity, the resulting eta 
squared value is 0.09, which in Cohen’s (1988) terms is a medium effect size. The 
actual difference in innovation mean scores between the groups is medium as well: the 
effect size, calculated using eta squared, is 0.11.  
Table 6.76 ANOVA: tenure 









Creativity 3.37 3.58 3.52 3.92 3.700 0.014 
Innovation 3.31 3.70 3.53 4.00 4.622 0.004 
 
Hotel Category  
To explore the impact of hotel categories on creativity and innovation, a one-way 
between-groups analysis of variance was conducted. Respondents were divided into 
four main groups: hotel, resort, hotel and resort, and boutique hotel. The results do not 
show a statistically significant difference at the P< 0.005 level in either creativity or 
innovation scores for the four groups (P: 0.001).  
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Creativity 3.65 4.54 3.59 3.59 2.077 0.108 
Innovation 3.68 4.16 3.86 3.90 0.940 0.424 
 
Organisation Type 
A one-way between-group analysis of variance was conducted to explore the impact of 
hotel categories on creativity and innovation. Respondents were divided into three main 
groups: local chain, international chain, and non-chain. The results indicate no 
statistically significant difference at the p <0.05 level in creativity or innovation scores 
(P: 0.28, P: 0.10 respectively) for the organisation type. 








Creativity 3.72 3.25 3.57 0.975 0.380 
Innovation 3.83 3.30 3.58 2.014 0.139 
 
Hotel Star Rating 
To explore the impact of star rating on creativity and innovation, a one-way between-
groups analysis of variance was conducted. Respondents were divided into five main 
groups: 3-star, 3.5-star, 4-star, 4.5-star, and 5-star. The results indicate statistically 
significant difference at the p <0.05 level in creativity and innovation scores (P: 0.000, 
P: 0.000) for the different star ratings. The post hoc analysis using the Tukey HSD 
indicates that the mean scores for different star rating groups are significant different. 
The creativity mean score of 5-star hotels/resorts (M: 3.91, SD: 0.54) is significantly 
different from that of 3-star hotels/resorts (M: 3.20, SD: 0.62). The creativity mean 
score of 4-star hotels/resorts (M: 3.72, SD: 0.55) is significantly different from that of 
3-star hotels/resorts (M: 3.27, SD: 0.78). The post hoc comparisons indicate that the 
innovation mean score of 5-star hotels/resorts (M: 3.98, SD: 0.51) is significantly 
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different from that for 3-star hotels/resorts (M: 3.27, SD: 0.78) and the innovation mean 
score of 4-star hotels/resorts (M: 3.78, SD: 0.50) is significantly different from that of 
3-star hotels/resorts (M: 3.27, SD: 0.78). The actual differences in mean scores between 
groups is quite large. In regard to creativity, the resulting eta squared value is 0.2, which 
in Cohen’s (1988) terms is a very large effect size. The actual difference in innovation 
mean scores between the groups is large as well: the effect size, calculated using eta 
squared, is 0.19.  








Creativity 3.20 3.72 3.91 13.396 0.000 
Innovation 3.27 3.78 3.98 12.228 0.000 
 
6.11 Summary 
This chapter has presented and discussed the results of the quantitative phase of this 
study in response to the research questions proposed in Chapter 1. The early sections of 
this chapter presented the response rate, preliminary data analysis, descriptive statistics, 
and evaluation of each construct through exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory 
factor analysis, reliability, and validity analysis. The results indicate that the 
measurement scales used in this thesis were reliable and fitted the data well. 
Responding to the research questions using Simple, multiple and hierarchical regression 
analysis followed. It was concluded that the construct of perceived innovation-
enhancing leadership positively and significantly influences employees’ creativity and 
innovation in Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts. The findings also identified 
different leadership behaviours that are likely to influence employees’ creativity and 
innovation in the context of Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts. An organisational 
climate supportive of innovation, and personal initiative are found to moderate the 
relationship between innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours and employees’ 
creativity and innovation.  
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Chapter 7    Discussion 
7.1 Introduction 
This chapter relates the results from the qualitative study (Chapter 4) and quantitative 
data (Chapter 6) to empirical studies addressing the relationships between leadership 
behaviours, employees’ creativity, employees’ innovation, personal initiative and an 
organisational climate supportive of innovation. The main objective of this thesis is to 
examine the effects of leadership, an organisational climate supportive of innovation, 
and personal initiative on employees’ creativity and employees’ innovation in the hotels 
and resorts in Australia and in Iran. Its findings contribute to a better understanding of 
the determinants of employees’ creativity and innovation.  
7.2 Discussion of Main Results 
7.2.1 Innovation-enhancing Leadership Behaviours in Australian and Iranian 
Hotels and Resorts 
To explore the nature of leadership qualities enhancing and stimulating employees’ 
creativity and innovation in the hotels and resorts industry the following research 
question was addressed: 
Research Question 1: What is the nature of leadership qualities that stimulate 
employees’ creativity and innovation in the hotel and resort industry? 
To provide an answer, ten semi-structured interviews were conducted with hotels and 
resorts managers in Australia and Iran in the qualitative phase of this thesis, with the 
purpose of exploring how leadership qualities and behaviours can influence 
subordinates’ creativity and innovation. Considering the both the outcomes of these 
interviews and information gathered from the literature on leadership, seven major 
categories of innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours were identified: empowering, 
participative, innovative-oriented, supportive, consultative–advisory, charismatic and 
authoritative. Chapter 4 of this thesis comprehensively defined and discussed these 
innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours with respect to interviewees’ perspectives 
and existing literature. 
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7.2.2 Relationships between Innovation-enhancing Leadership Behaviours and 
Employees’ Creativity and Innovation 
To examine the relationships between perceived innovation-enhancing leadership 
behaviours and employees’ self-reported creativity and innovation, further research 
questions were raised and addressed: 
Research Question 2: In what ways, if any, do perceived leadership behaviours 
influence employees’ creativity in Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts?  
Research Question 3: In what ways, if any, do perceived leadership behaviours 
influence employees’ innovation in Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts?  
The results presented in Chapter 6, which analyses the quantitative data from the 
interviews, demonstrate that the construct of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership 
positively and significantly influences employees’ creativity in Australian and Iranian 
hotels and resorts (See Tables 6.34, 6.37, 6.40). They also demonstrate that innovation-
enhancing leadership positively and significantly affects employees’ innovation in 
Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts (See Tables 6.43, 6.46 and 6.49).  
This outcome is consistent with the results from the interview data: evidence from 
Study 1 (Chapter 4) indicates that leadership is an important environmental factor 
influencing employees’ creativity and innovation. Interviewees suggested that leaders, 
by increasing subordinates’ knowledge and awareness of insufficiencies and 
encouraging idea generation, play an essential role in promoting creative behaviour 
within an organisation. The interviewees discussed how leadership supportive of 
employees’ participation and decision-making, and that stimulated their intellectual 
abilities, help create an organisational environment that nurtures and motivates 
creativity and innovation. Based on these quantitative and qualitative findings it can be 
concluded that innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours are of great importance in 
promoting employees’ creativity and innovation in the hotels and resorts of both 
Australia and Iran.  
The significant positive relationships reported between innovation-enhancing leadership 
and employees’ creativity and innovation in the survey data gathered for this thesis are 
consistent with the literature. Various studies that have dealt with the topic of creativity 
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and innovation have suggested that leadership is one of the important environmental 
factors determining employees’ creativity and innovation (Gupta & Singh 2013; Qu, 
Janssen & Shi 2015; Wang, Tsai & Tsai 2014; Yoshida et al. 2014). Local leaders who 
influence employees’ attitude to their work environment have a crucial impact on 
individual creativity (Amabile et al. 2004) as they shape employees’ daily experience at 
work by coaching, defining the scope of their authority and responsibility, influencing 
interactions with others in the organisation, and providing resources (Jong & Hartog 
2007). The literature on leadership has promoted various leadership styles and theories 
as useful in understanding subordinates’ innovative behaviour. Transformational 
leadership (Qu, Janssen & Shi 2015; Sun et al. 2012), participative leadership (Jong & 
Hartog 2007; Krause, Gebet & Kearney 2007), empowering leadership (Gupta & Singh 
2015), ethical leadership (Chen & Hou 2016), and servant leadership (Yoshida et al. 
2014) have all been related to employee creativity and innovation.  
The findings of this study are consistent with research in the context of the hotel 
industry (Chen 2011; Enz & Siguaw 2003; Nagy 2014; Slåtten 2011; Slåtten, Svensson 
& Sværi 2011; Wong & Pang 2003a). For instance, Wong and Pang (2003a) identified 
the manager’s support as vital in encouraging employees’ self-determination and 
personal initiative and inspiring them to develop creative ideas and solutions in the 
Hong Kong hotel industry. In another study, Slåtten (2011) suggested managerial-staff 
relationship quality was relevant to employees’ innovative behaviour in the Norwegian 
hotel industry. Participants from the qualitative Study 1 also discussed leadership as an 
important factor in encouraging creativity and innovation. Chen (2011), using a sample 
of 185 employees working at international tourist hotels in Taiwan, found that 
environmental forces have an important role in shaping innovative behaviours. 
According to Chen (2011), hotel managers who provide support and recognition, offer 
encouragement and show tolerance for failure, encourage employees’ novel ideas and 
suggestions. Similarly Hon (2011), using a sample of 286 employees in 20 hotel 
companies in China, suggested that social-contextual variables including empowering 
leadership significantly predict employees’ creativity in the industry. Nagy (2014) 
found that in the context of the Romanian hotel industry, management style that does 
not encourage employees’ involvement and participation in decision-making hinders 
their innovative behaviour.  
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Earlier this chapter listed seven categories of leadership behaviour, identified from the 
interviews data analysis and literature review, that are likely to influence employees’ 
creativity and innovation in the industry under examination. The quantitative analysis 
(Chapter 6) shows that except for consultative–advisory leadership, these behaviours 
are positively and significantly related to employees’ creativity and innovation in the 
aggregated sample of Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts (See Tables 6.36 and 
6.45). This range of leadership behaviour is in similar vein to the types identified in 
leadership studies by Jong and Hartog (2007) and Gupta and Singh (2013), which found 
a wide range of behaviours influencing employees’ creativity and innovation. It has 
been suggested that subordinates’ creativity and innovation is influenced by various 
leadership behaviours (Gupta & Singh 2013, 2015; Jong & Hartog 2007). Jong and 
Hartog’s (2007) exploratory qualitative-based study identified 13 such behaviours that 
were linked to employees’ creativity and innovation (e.g. role-modelling, consulting, 
support for innovation). Gupta and Singh (2013, 2015) found five meta-categories of 
leadership behaviour impacting on employees’ creativity in (R&D) laboratories in 
India.  
The qualitative data of this thesis also reveals that a number of leadership behaviours 
influence employees’ creativity and innovation: there is no one single attribute that 
dominates. A wide range of behaviours may account for employees’ creativity and 
innovation, from daily practices to more specific behaviours that directly promote 
creativity and innovation (e.g. innovative-oriented) depending on the situation. This 
finding is in line with Hunter and Cushenbery’s (2011) finding that leadership 
encouraging creativity and innovation is a multi-factor phenomenon comprising more 
than one element.  
In order to better understand the innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours in both the 
Australian and Iranian hotel industry, the data relevant to each were separated for 
further analysis. The main purpose of this was to investigate particular leadership 
behaviours related to employees’ creativity and innovation in each country. This 
approach would not only provide more robust answers to the research questions, but 
also contribute to hotel management training and development in each country.  
In regard to the Australian sample, supportive (β: 0.226) and innovative-oriented (β: 
0.226) leadership behaviours contributed most to the variance in employees’ creativity. 
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Authoritative (β: 0.177), participative (β: 0.175), empowering (β: 0.122), and 
charismatic (β:0. 115) leadership behaviours followed this (See Table 7.1). As in the 
aggregated sample of Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts, consultative–advisory 
leadership was not found to have a significant relationship with employees’ creativity 
and innovation in Australia. Innovative-oriented (β: 0.272), and participative (β: 0.262) 
leadership were found to have the most impact on employees’ innovation, followed by 
supportive (β: 0.214), authoritative (β: 0.170) and charismatic (β: 0. 127) leadership 
behaviours (See Table 7.2).  
Of the seven categories of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours, only 
empowering (β: 0.245), and participative (β: 0.229) leadership was found to positively 
and significantly influence employees’ creativity in Iranian hotels and resorts, while 
participative (β: 0.334), charismatic (β: 0.240), and empowering (β: 0.205) behaviours 
were positively and significantly related to employees’ innovation. Table 7.1 
summarises the outcomes of the multiple regression analysis of the influence of each 
category of innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours on employees’ creativity in 
Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts. 
Table 7.1 Innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours and employees’ creativity in 























































Table 7.2 represents the outcome of multiple regression analysis of the impact of each 
category of innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours on employees’ innovation in 
Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts. 
Table 7.2 Innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours and employees’ innovation in 








Iranian hotels and 
resorts 











































These findings provide evidence that perceived charismatic leadership behaviour is a 
significant determinant of employees’ creativity and innovation in the aggregated 
sample of Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts. In the qualitative phase, creative 
role-modelling, sensitivity to employees’ individual needs, and articulating an 
inspirational vision to respond effectively to market challenges were mentioned by 
several interviewed managers as predictors of employees’ creativity and innovation. 
Behaviours identified in the charismatic leadership category in the qualitative phase of 
this study have been previously noted as relevant to subordinates’ creativity and 
innovation (Mumford, Connelly & Gaddis 2003). For example, Perry-Smith and 
Shalley (2003) and Jaussi and Dionne (2003) noted that creative role-modelling 
motivates subordinates’ creativity. The contemporary hotel industry is at the core of 
structural changes in the current economy (Martínez-Ros & Orfila-Sintes 2012), and 
interviewees discussed how the change-oriented and unstable market required hotel 
management to be environmentally sensitive in guiding innovation practices. 
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Ottenbacher (2007) similarly noted leaders’ awareness that market changes and 
development are important when envisioning the future of the hotel industry.  
According to the qualitative data, to stimulate successful innovation practices leadership 
must consider market trends and demands if they are to develop a clear and motivating 
vision of future and be an effective role model who leads the team by doing, not saying. 
This finding is in line with the study by Murphy and Esher (2008): using 21 semi-
structured interviews with television directors, they found that charismatic leadership 
enhances cooperation among group members and positively influences creativity among 
them. Another study by Zhang, Tsui and Wang (2011) indicated that charismatic 
leadership behaviours, role-modelling, vision inspiration and individualised support 
increase the level of employees’ creativity. Paulsen et al.’s (2009) study found 
charismatic leadership also influences team innovation, by articulating a vision and 
fostering a sense of team identity and commitment. Both the qualitative and quantitative 
phases of this thesis demonstrate that charismatic leadership positively influences 
employees’ creativity and innovation.  
Empowering leadership was also significantly associated with employees’ creativity 
and innovation in the aggregated data. This concurs with the outcome of the interviews 
in the qualitative phase, which determined that employees’ creativity in making on-the-
spot decisions and taking action can be encouraged by increasing their self-
determination through supervisors’ empowering behaviours. According to the 
interviewees, empowering leadership behaviours enhance employees’ self-confidence, 
encouraging them to take more responsibility and actively address organisational issues. 
The finding of a positive relationship between empowering leadership behaviours and 
employees’ creativity and innovation is in line with Slåtten, Svensson and Sværi (2011) 
and Wong and Pang (2003a), both studies of the hotel industry. Slåtten, Svensson and 
Sværi (2011), using a sample of frontline employees in the Norwegian hotel industry, 
found a significant relationship between empowering leadership and employees’ 
creativity and innovation. Wong and Pang (2003a) demonstrated that autonomy and 
flexibility are among the most important motivators of employee creativity in the 
industry. In the hospitality industry employees have an important role in the success of 
innovative practices since they are first in responding to guests’ problems (Chang, Gong 
& Shum 2011), and therefore granting freedom and autonomy seems important to 
 243 
encourage their tendency to generate useful ideas and find ways to apply them. In the 
hotel industry in China, Hon (2011) found that empowering leadership enhances 
employees’ creativity.  
Gupta and Singh (2013) and Jong and Hartog (2007) found that in the context of R&D 
laboratories and knowledge-intensive firms there was support for the relevance of 
empowering leadership behaviours, granting autonomy and freedom to employees’ 
creativity and innovation. In another study Zhang and Bartol (2010), drawing on a 
sample of 498 employees from the information technology sector in China, discovered 
that empowering leadership indirectly influences employees’ creativity through 
psychological empowerment and creative process engagement. Sun et al. (2012) in a 
study of 385 subordinates and 104 supervisors in pharmaceutical companies in China 
found that transformational leadership influences employees’ creativity by encouraging 
psychological empowerment. Using a sample of 218 employees in technology and 
service industries in Turkey, Özarall  (2015) found that empowering leadership 
encourages creativity and psychological empowerment, enhancing employees’ 
creativity.  
Results obtained in this thesis refer to behaviours shown by leaders with the explicit 
purpose of encouraging employees to contribute to and participate in organisational 
decision-making. The qualitative phase provides evidence that employees’ participation 
in important organisational matters and decision-making processes enhance their 
motivation to generate and implement new ideas (Yukl 1989). Ta tan (2013), using a 
sample of 400 small and medium enterprises in Turkey, has suggested that a 
participative work environment directly and positively influences employees’ 
innovative behaviour. Interviewees in the present study stressed that in the 
contemporary hotel industry, bureaucracy and hierarchical decision-making should be 
replaced with flatter organisational structures, soliciting members’ involvement in 
decision-making and planning. The interviewees asserted that to enhance employees’ 
creativity and innovation they needed to be made part of the organisation’s decision-
making. 
Participative and collaborative leadership that encourages subordinates’ participation 
and involvement has been argued in the literature as an important attribute in promoting 
employees’ creativity (Axtell et al. 2000; Mumford et al. 2002). Clark, Hartline and 
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Jones (2009) suggested that participative leadership is suitable in the hospitality context 
because of employees’ direct contact with customers, since this management style 
provides the opportunity for employees to liaise between management and guests. The 
literature suggests that sharing decision-making power with employees encourages idea 
generation by team members (Somech 2006). This thesis finding is in line with Krause, 
Gebert and Kearney’s (2007) study of a sample of 388 managers from German 
organisations which identified that leaders granting subordinates a say (participation) is 
positively related to the implementation of innovations. Somech’s (2006) study of a 
sample of 140 primary care teams and corresponding managers in Israel found that a 
participative leadership style, conceptualised as a joint or shared influence in decision-
making, is positively associated with team reflection and, in turn, team innovation.  
Creativity and innovation also seem to be enhanced by directly stimulating and 
encouraging employees to generate and implement new ideas and suggestions (e.g. 
encouraging creative thinking and providing resources) in Australian and Iranian hotels 
and resorts. The interviewees’ perspectives of leadership behaviours as nurturing and 
promoting employees’ creativity also included innovative-oriented behaviours that 
specifically stimulate employees’ generation of ideas. According to the interview data, 
leaders should directly encourage idea generation by showing interest, considering 
employees’ suggestions, motivating them to challenge the old beliefs, and providing 
resources specifically for the application of creative ideas. It is suggested that leaders 
can influence employees’ perceptions of the importance of new suggestions to the 
organisation: when they see creativity is valued, they are more likely to show this 
behaviour (Scott & Bruce 1994; Shalley & Gilson 2004). Literature on leadership 
studies has also demonstrated that intellectual stimulation enhances employees’ 
creativity and innovation (Jong & Hartog 2007; Ryan & Tipu 2013). 
The qualitative findings suggest that encouraging employees’ ideas is not enough to 
achieve successful innovative outcomes: leadership support to channel the ideas in the 
right direction and facilitate employees’ access to resources is also vital. The findings of 
the quantitative study provide support for the argument that perceived innovative-
oriented leadership behaviours positively and significantly influence employees’ 
creativity and innovation in Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts (see the 
aggregated data in Tables 7.1 and 7.2). This finding is consistent with the literature, 
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where stimulating creative thought and the generation of ideas are found to be 
significant predictors of employees’ creativity (Jong & Hartog 2007; Lee 2008). 
According to Politis (2005), leaders can provide a working environment favourable to 
creativity and productivity by giving employees the resources, enthusiasm and 
encouragement for creative behaviour. Ekvall and Ryhammer (1999) and Jong and 
Hartog (2007) have also noted that providing resources is a predictor of innovative 
results and employees’ positive implementation behaviour. The evidence from Studies 1 
and 2 points out that, to enhance individual creativity among employees, leaders should 
attempt to show innovative-oriented behaviours, including encouraging creative 
thinking and facilitating the implementation of ideas. 
From the reports provided as part of Study 1, it is evident that participants believed that 
developing a positive and supportive working environment facilitates employees’ 
creative thinking. In the interviews in particular, managers expressed that employees’ 
interactions with others in the organisation, both supervisors and peers, significantly 
shape their behaviours. Developing a supporting working environment, encouraging 
teamwork and appreciating employees’ creative efforts through reward and recognition 
were seen as ways to spark new ideas and engage employees’ tendency to implement 
innovations. Interviewees asserted that leadership behaviours developing a positive and 
supportive working environment are conducive to creativity and innovation. According 
to the qualitative data, positive interactions among organisational members, 
encouraging teamwork, and displaying recognition are among the identified behaviours 
of innovative leaders.  
The quantitative data analysis provides evidence that supportive leadership behaviours 
positively and significantly influence employees’ creativity and innovation in hotels and 
resorts in Australia and Iran (aggregated sample). This finding concurs with Amabile’s 
componential theory (1988), that positive support from supervisors, support from the 
work group, and recognising individual contributions fosters an environment supportive 
of novel work by employees. Cheung and Wong (2011), drawing on a sample of 182 
supervisor–subordinate dyads from the Hong Kong service sector, found that leader 
support is directly related to employee creativity in such a way that when leaders 
support subordinates, the latter become intrinsically motivated to think of new solutions 
to old problems. Further, as creative ventures are associated with risk and difficulties 
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(Hunter & Cushenbery 2011), support and motivation from above is one of the crucial 
determinants of employees’ creativity and innovation (Jong & Hartog 2007; Wong & 
Pang 2003a). The empirical study by Hulsheger, Anderson and Salgado (2009) 
demonstrated a positive association between support for innovation and team 
innovation. The significant relationship between supportive leadership behaviours 
emphasising a supportive work environment, recognition and reward, and employees’ 
creativity and innovation, is similar to that found in the study of Jong and Hartog 
(2007). Krause (2004) found a leader’s support for innovation predicts idea generation 
and implementation. The findings from the qualitative and quantitative data gathered in 
this thesis acknowledge that the construct of supportive leadership behaviour is 
positively and significantly related to employees’ creativity and innovation in 
Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts.  
Consultative–advisory leadership, which was been reported on in Study 1 as informing 
and clarifying roles and providing performance review and feedback, did not show any 
significant correlation with employees’ creativity and innovation in Study 2 (see Tables 
7.1 and 7.2). Interviewees in the qualitative phase discussed their informing and 
clarifying roles as one of the important tasks of leaders, and related to creativity and 
innovation as these roles enhance employees’ knowledge, skills and information. 
Employees with broad knowledge of the organisation’s practices, and with high skills in 
carrying out tasks, are more likely to identify shortcomings and to display creative and 
innovative behaviour in addressing them. Additionally, interviewees highlighted the 
relationship of other consultative–advisory leadership behaviours, namely performance 
review and feedback, with employees’ creativity and innovation. They suggested that 
although providing background information is crucial, there should be a fair feedback 
and appraisal system as well, to assist employees in career development and to evaluate 
the strength and effectiveness of their creativity and innovativeness. 
Despite this, in Study 2 no significant association was found between consultative–
advisory leadership and employees’ creativity and innovation. Contradictorily, Jong and 
Hartog (2007) have found consulting and organising feedback as leadership behaviours 
related to subordinates’ innovative behaviour. The study by Krause, Gebert and 
Kearney (2007), also indicated that consultative–advisory leadership is significantly 
related to success in implementing innovations. Consultative–advisory leadership is 
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defined as clarifying specific task objectives: how employees are expected to do their 
tasks; and as giving feedback in regard to performance (Yukl, Gordon & Taber 2002). 
This leadership style is task-oriented, and focuses on procedures and results by 
providing guidelines for subordinates to follow and generating feedback on outcomes. 
Despite these high ideals, Krause, Gebert and Kearney (2007) noted that subordinates 
might perceive consultative–advisory leadership behaviours as patronising, causing 
conflict in relationships. Leadership behaviours that are directive and emphasise task 
requirements and assessments may not enhance employees’ idea generation and 
implementation, although clarifying roles and providing constructive feedback are a 
task of managers. In the context of the hospitality industry, employees need to be 
responsive to customers’ problems and have a well documented, important role in 
organisational innovation (Chang, Gong & Shum 2011; Ottenbacher 2007; Slåtten, 
Svensson & Sværi 2011), and task-oriented leadership that clarifies what employees 
need to do and how to do it is believed to discourage their participation and 
empowerment (Clark, Hartline & Jones 2008).  
Strong emphasis on task-related issues and on assessing the performance of employees 
against them may discourage idea generation and examining something new in an 
organisation. Clarifying roles can narrow the employees’ perception of the 
organisation’s goals and objectives, and they may find their tasks as a benchmark to 
perform against, not beyond. Additionally, clarifying roles, performance reviews and 
feedback are an everyday part of the leader’s role and do not differentiate innovative 
leaders from others; perhaps this is another reason why clarifying roles does not 
demonstrate any significant influence on employees’ creativity and innovation in the 
second phase of this thesis. Further research is needed to address the association of 
consultative–advisory leadership and creativity and innovation in the context of hotels 
and resorts industry, to obtain a more comprehensive understanding in this regard.  
Authoritative leadership behaviours were defined by interviewees in Study 1 as one of 
the least effective leadership practices in regard to creativity and innovation. This 
category of leadership behaviours refers to setting non-negotiable rules and regulations, 
centralising decision-making power on managers, and expecting followers to carry out 
decisions (Deery & Jago 2001). According to Fu, Li and Si (2013), authoritarianism is a 
leadership style stressing authority and control over subordinates. Surprisingly, 
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perceived authoritative leadership is found to be positively related to employees’ 
creativity and innovation in the aggregated sample of Australia and Iran, and in the 
Australian hotel industry (See Tables 7.1 and 7.2).  
This outcome is in contrast with studies such as Aryee et al. (2007), Zhang, Tsui and 
Wang (2011), Mostafa (2005) and Wong and Pang (2003a), which demonstrated a 
negative influence of authoritative leadership on creativity and innovation. However, 
Deery and Jago (2001) considered that an autocratic management style might be 
preferred in the hotels industry given the staff’s high workload: decision-making might 
be considered an additional responsibility by employees. Despite this, they suggested 
that empowering staff to make decisions when necessary, and training managers to be 
more consultative, is to be encouraged in the context of the hospitality industry. 
Similarly, Ispas (2012), based on a survey of 20 managers and 30 employees from 
Romanian 3- and 4-star hotels, found that autocracy was perceived as the most popular 
leadership style. Ispas (2012) advised hotel managers to apply participative leadership 
styles as well, to grant employees the decision-making power that is believed to 
influence service quality and customer satisfaction. Authoritative leadership may be 
related to employees’ creativity and innovation in situations where their tasks are very 
demanding. It may be applied by hotel managers in conjunction with other leadership 
styles that encourage employees’ involvement in organisational decision-making or that 
grant subordinates the ability to carry out their tasks in their own way. 
The literature shows that national culture may affect the way authoritative leadership is 
perceived, and that it may not always be thought to negatively influence organisational 
and individual behaviour. Fu, Li and Si (2013) noted that in different national cultures 
there are differences among employees’ reactions to the same leadership style. Fu, Li 
and Si (2013), using survey data of 159 high-tech Chinese enterprises, found that 
although authoritarianism constrains the generation of exploitative innovation, it is 
positively related to innovative performance in the implementation phase. As discussed 
earlier in this thesis, leadership is a context-based phenomenon (Rosing, Frese & 
Bausch 2011), and several factors need to be considered before deciding on an 
appropriate leadership style and practice. Future research is required to examine the 
influence of authoritative leadership on employees’ creativity and innovation in the 
hotel industry.  
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The positive and negative leadership behaviours identified in this thesis can help the 
hospitality industry in Australia and Iran to promote employees’ creativity and 
transform new ideas into innovative practices. The literature of leadership and 
innovation has mostly addressed the association of theory-based models of leadership, 
or leadership constructs developed to account for performance or other organisational 
outcomes (Jong & Hartog 2007). It has been emphasised in the literature that research 
on leadership and employees’ innovative behaviour has been limited (Gupta & Singh 
2013; Mumford et al. 2002), and more comprehensive studies are required to capture 
the most important qualities and characteristics relevant to employees’ innovative 
behaviour (Mumford & Licuanan 2004). This thesis, by developing a construct of 
innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours, contributes to the leadership and 
innovation literature. 
7.2.3 Moderating Role of Organisational Climate Supportive of Innovation on 
the Relationships between Innovation-enhancing Leadership, and 
Employees’ Creativity and Innovation  
This thesis proposes that an organisational climate supportive of innovation enhances 
the influence of innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours on employees’ creativity 
and innovation. In order to examine the moderating role of the perceptions of an 
organisational climate supportive of innovation on the relationship between innovation-
enhancing leadership and employees’ creativity and innovation in hotels and resorts in 
Australia and Iran, two research questions were formulated: 
Research Question 4: In what ways, if any, do employees’ perceptions of an 
organisational climate supportive of innovation moderate the relationship between 
perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ creativity in Australian and Iranian 
hotels and resorts? 
Research Question 5: In what ways, if any, do employees’ perceptions of an 
organisational climate supportive of innovation moderate the relationship between 
perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ innovation in Australian and Iranian 
hotels and resorts? 
This thesis’ findings demonstrate that perceptions of an organisational climate 
supportive of innovation positively moderate the association between perceived 
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innovation-enhancing leadership and employees’ creativity and innovation in hotels and 
resorts, both in regard to the combined sample of Australian and Iranian establishments 
and the individual samples relating to each country. 
The identified positive moderating effect of an organisational climate that is perceived 
to be supportive on the association between leadership and creativity and innovation is 
consistent with past studies such as those of Michaelis, Stegmaier and Sonntag (2009), 
Jung, Wu and Chow (2008), and Jung, Chow and Wu (2003). For example, drawing on 
a sample of Taiwanese electronic and telecommunication companies, support for 
innovation was found to enhance the association between transformational leadership 
and organisational innovation (Jung, Wu & Chow 2008; Jung, Chow & Wu 2003). 
Jung, Wu and Chow (2008) identified that the association between CEOs’ 
transformational leadership and organisational innovation was moderated by various 
characteristics of the organisation such as its support for innovation, and its 
formalisation and centralisation. They argued that it is important that managerial 
practices fit organisational context, and that higher-level managers and CEOs should 
attempt to use their authority to promote organisational factors that are likely to enhance 
the linkage between their leadership and innovation carried out by the firm. Similarly, 
Jung, Chow and Wu (2003) found transformational leadership by top managers that 
directly and indirectly created a culture supportive of innovative ideas and practices was 
an influence on organisational innovation. Michaelis, Stegmaier and Sonntag (2009) 
also demonstrated that employees’ perceptions that the organisation supports initiatives 
and is tolerant of setbacks moderate the relationship between transformational 
leadership and the subordinates’ innovative implementation behaviour. Wang et al. 
(2013), found that the influence of transformational leadership on employees’ creativity 
was a function of the workplace climate. Using a sample of 33 R&D teams from a 
research institute and four international R&D companies, Eisenbeiss, van Knippenberg 
and Boerner (2008) found transformational leadership is positively related to support 
for innovation, which in turn enhances team innovation—but only in a strong climate of 
excellence. Wang and Rode (2010), in a sample of 71 supervisors and 212 subordinates 
from a diverse range of US organisations, demonstrated that the interactions of 
identification with the leader, transformational leadership, and a climate for innovation 
were associated with employee creativity. Gumusluoglu and Ilsev (2009), found no 
support for an interaction between transformational leadership, a supportive innovative 
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climate and creative behaviour; their study examined the mediation effect of a 
supportive innovative climate. However, Scott and Bruce’s (1994) study demonstrated 
that the perception of an innovative climate is a mediator between leader–member 
exchange and employees’ innovative behaviour. 
The literature shows that an organisational climate supportive of innovation plays an 
important role in promoting and encouraging its members’ creativity and innovation 
(Baer & Frese 2003; Jung, Wu & Chow 2008; McMurray et al. 2013; Scott & Bruce 
1994). Ren and Zhang (2015), based on a survey of 282 employees from Chinese R&D 
teams, suggested that a climate favouring innovation is positively related to the 
generation and implementation of ideas. According to Scott and Bruce (1994) and 
Abbey and Dickson (1983), an organisation’s willingness to accept ideas from 
employees, to provide resources to develop them and give reward and recognition for 
successful innovations, significantly influences the level of employees’ engagement in 
generating ideas and applying them. In working environments where employees 
perceive that innovation is either expected or encouraged, leadership behaviours that 
motivate and support this perception have a strong positive relationship with 
subordinates’ innovative behaviour. The findings of this thesis provide support that 
employees’ perceptions of an organisational climate supportive of innovation enhance 
the relationship between innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours and their own 
creativity and innovation. Innovation-enhancing leadership has a stronger positive 
impact on employees’ creativity and innovation when hotel and resort employees 
recognise such a climate. A climate supportive of innovation as an organisational 
contextual factor has theoretical relevance to both leadership and employees’ creativity 
and innovation, although it has been neglected in this context. This thesis contributes to 
both theory and practice by investigating the role of such a climate in improving the 
influence of leadership on subordinates’ creativity and innovation.  
Literature on the relationship between leadership, organisational climate, creativity and 
innovation has mostly examined the transformational style of leadership. This thesis 
considers a newly developed leadership construct comprising seven categories of 
leadership behaviour, and empirically demonstrates that climate as an organisational 
contextual factor enhances the influence of leadership on employees’ creativity and 
innovation. According to the literature, a supportive climate for innovation enhances 
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this relationship since it influences employees’ perception of the organisation’s 
expectation of certain behaviours (Scott & Bruce 1994), it provides employees with 
signals that the organisation supports initiatives and new thinking (Michaelis, Stegmaier 
& Sonntag 2009), and that failures in the innovation process will be tolerated and 
accepted by leaders (Cerne, Jaklic & Skerlavaj 2013). Similarly, Yoshida et al. (2014), 
using a cross-sectional survey of 154 teams from various Chinese and Indonesian 
industries (e.g. telecommunication and finance), found that under a strong climate of 
support for innovation, servant leadership stimulates followers’ relational identification, 
which in turn fosters their creativity. 
The outcomes of this thesis reveal that employees’ perceptions of a climate supportive 
of innovation improve the impact of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership 
behaviours on their creativity and innovation in hotels and resorts in Australia and Iran. 
The importance of leadership and organisational support for innovation in the context of 
hotel industry has been addressed previously (Nagy 2014; Slåtten 2011; Slåtten, 
Svensson & Sværi 2011; Wong & Pang 2003a), but the interaction of leadership and 
organisational climate as determinants of employees’ creativity and innovation has been 
overlooked. Several scholars (Mumford et al. 2002; Porter & McLaughlin 2006) have 
highlighted the need for more research on how organisational context influences 
leadership behaviours and outcomes.  
7.2.4 Moderating Role of Personal Initiative on the Relationships between 
Innovation-enhancing Leadership and Employees’ Creativity and 
Innovation  
This thesis examined how personal initiative moderates the relationship between 
innovation-enhancing leadership and employees’ creativity and innovation. To examine 
the moderating role of personal initiative on the relationship between perceived 
innovative leadership behaviours and self-reported employees’ creativity and innovation 
in the hotels industry in Australia and in Iran, the following research questions were 
formulated and addressed: 
Research Question 6: In what ways, if any, does personal initiative moderate the 
relationship between perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ creativity in 
Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts? 
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Research Question 7: In what ways, if any, does personal initiative moderate the 
relationship between perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ innovation in 
Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts? 
This thesis’ findings indicate that personal initiative positively moderates the 
association between perceived innovation-enhancing leadership and employees’ 
creativity and employees’ innovation in hotels and resorts in Australia and Iran in 
regard to both the overall sample of this thesis and the separate samples relating to the 
Australian and Iranian industries. 
The positive and significant relationships found in this thesis among perceived 
innovation-enhancing leadership, personal initiative and employees’ creativity and 
innovation are in line with the outcomes or propositions of several scholarly studies 
such as those of Herrmann and Felfe (2013), Michaelis, Stegmaier and Sonntag (2009), 
Binnewies, Ohly and Sonnentag (2007), and Denti and Hemlin (2012). For example, in 
an experimental setting with 241 undergraduate students from a German university, 
Hermann and Felfe (2013) found high personal initiative positively enhances the 
effectiveness of transformational leadership on creativity while low personal initiative 
constrains the relationship. They argued that followers with a high level of personal 
initiative are more responsive to the transformational leadership style than those with 
lower levels. Similarly, Michaelis, Stegmaier and Sonntag (2009), in a sample of 198 
employees in lower- and middle-managerial positions from a German multinational 
automotive corporation, demonstrated the moderating role of personal initiative on the 
association between transformational leadership and employees’ innovative 
implementation behaviours. Michaelis, Stegmaier and Sonntag (2009) argued that 
employees’ perceptions of an organisational climate favouring initiative increase the 
influence of transformational leadership on follower’s innovation implementation 
behaviour. Binnewies, Ohly and Sonnentag (2007) and Miron, Erez and Naveh (2004) 
found that personal initiative influences idea creativity and converts new thoughts into 
innovative results. Denti and Hemlin (2012) proposed that personal initiative is likely to 
mediate the linkage of leadership and innovation at the individual level.  
The findings of this thesis demonstrate that employees in the hospitality industry who 
perceive themselves as having a high level of personal initiative tend to be more 
creative and innovative than employees with less initiative, when leadership behaviours 
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enhance and support creativity and innovation. Employees who score highly on 
personal initiative are more likely to be responsive to leadership innovation-enhancing 
behaviours in both Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts. In general, the concept of 
personal initiative has been acknowledged in the literature as relevant to creativity and 
innovation (Hakanen Perhoniemi & Toppinen-Tanner 2008; Ohly, Sonnentag & Pluntke 
2006; Unsworth & Parker 2003). Successful innovation practices need individuals who 
are self-starters and proactive, prepared to go beyond their role requirements in 
identifying problems and generating new ideas and suggestions. As changing the status 
quo is associated with risk and setbacks, employees’ persistence is important 
(Binnewies, Ohly & Sonnentag 2007; Frese & Fay 2001). In a sample of expatriates 
from medium-sized companies in Munich, Stroppa and Spieß (2011) found that aspects 
of personal initiative are relevant to challenging, ambiguous, and uncertain working 
conditions; while Miron, Erez and Naveh (2004) found that in cultures that place a low 
value on innovative, only individuals with high levels of initiative achieve high 
innovative outcomes. 
This study, in line with the componential and interactionist theory of creativity and 
innovation (Amabile et al. 1996; Woodman, Sawyer & Griffin 1993) finds that 
creativity and innovation are the outcomes of personal and situational interaction, and 
that both individual and organisational factors matter. According to Herrmann and Felfe 
(2013), subordinates with low personal initiative are more person-focused and reactive, 
and prefer to follow their job descriptions; individuals with higher initiative are active 
and have a persistent approach to following organisational goals (Baer & Frese 2003; 
Hakanen, Perhoniemi & Toppinen-Tanner 2008; Stroppa & Spieß 2010). While Frese 
and Fay (2001) suggested that the concept of personal initiative is important in 
challenging the working conditions of the twenty-first century, Lopez-Cabarcos, 
Machado-Lopes-Sampaio-de Pinho & Vázquez-Rodríguez (2015), in the context of 
Portuguese luxury hotels, discussed the important role of personal initiative for 
customer-contacting employees as it affects the quality of service offerings. Employees 
with high personal initiative are also found to be more engaged, and therefore they 
effectively assess their job resources, which may facilitate the implementation of new 
ideas (Hakanen, Perhoniemi &Toppinen-Tanner 2008). 
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Regardless of the relevance of personal initiative to creative and innovative ventures, 
there are only a limited number of empirical studies examining the relationships 
between personal initiative, leadership, and follower’s creativity and innovation, 
particularly in the context of hotels and resorts. This study finds that the correlation 
between leadership and employees’ creativity and innovation is stronger when 
employees show high levels of initiative. The self-starting, proactive and goal-oriented 
characteristics of individuals with high personal initiative, in a working environment 
where leaders are supportive, empowering and encouraging of creative and innovative 
behaviours, result in more creative ideas, suggestions and innovative practices. It can be 
concluded that although leaders who support and encourage their subordinates directly 
influence their creativity and innovation, individual-level attributes such as personal 
initiative are also important in enhancing the impact of innovation-enhancing leadership 
behaviours. 
7.3 Chapter Summary 
This chapter has provided a discussion addressing the results of the qualitative and 
quantitative stages of this thesis. The integrated outcomes of both phases confirm the 
positive and significant influence of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership and 
self-reported employees’ creativity and innovation. This thesis finding also 
demonstrates that the association between innovation-enhancing leadership and 
employees’ creativity, as well as between innovation-enhancing leadership and 
employees’ innovation, are moderated by employees’ perceptions of an organisational 
climate supportive of innovation and personal initiative. The first phase of this thesis 
conducted a series of ten interviews with Australian and Iranian hotel and resort 
managers. The thematic analysis of the interview data, together with the relevant 
literature on leadership and innovation, resulted in the development of a construct of 
innovation-enhancing leadership and a new measurement instrument. The construct of 
innovation-enhancing leadership contains seven behavioural categories influencing 
employees’ creativity and innovation, as discussed by the interviewees. Innovation-
enhancing leadership is perhaps among very few leadership instruments developed in 
the context of the hotel industry to account for creativity and innovative outcomes. 
Despite employees’ essential role in the success of innovative practices in the industry, 
the literature lacks enough research to investigate the predictors of creativity and 
innovation in this context. This thesis, by exploring relevant leadership behaviours and 
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developing a new instrument, significantly contributes to this field. Hotel and resort 
leaders are encouraged to consider the behaviours identified in this thesis to motivate 
and promote creativity and innovation among all members of their organisations. 
Industry practitioners can also benefit from this thesis’ findings for the development of 
leadership training agendas.  
This thesis also demonstrates that the moderating role of contextual and individual-level 
factors should be considered when studying the determinants of employees’ creativity 
and innovation. Developing an organisational climate supportive of innovation as well 
as of employees’ personal initiative, is found to enhance the influence of innovation-
enhancing leadership on employees’ creativity and innovation. According to these 
findings, people working in organisations supportive of innovation, change and 
flexibility respond more effectively to leadership behaviours that encourage their 
creativity and innovation. Similarly, high levels of personal initiative in employees 
enhance the impact of innovation-enhancing leadership on their creativity and 
innovation.  
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Chapter 8 Conclusion, Implications and Future Research 
8.1 Introduction 
The purposes of this chapter are to summarise the conclusions from the research 
findings, to discuss the theoretical, methodological and empirical contributions of this 
thesis, and to propose a framework for enhancing employees’ creativity and innovation 
in the context of Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts. 
A brief introduction is presented in Section 8.1, and Section 8.2 presents the 
conclusions drawn from the research framework and research questions. The significant 
findings of this thesis are also elaborated in this section. Section 8.3 presents the 
contributions of this thesis based on their theoretical, methodological and practical 
implications. This is followed in Section 8.4 by a discussion of the limitations of the 
study. Section 8.5 provides directions for future research and Section 8.6 summarises 
the chapter. 
8.2  Conclusion from Research Findings 
This section presents the conclusions from the research model (Section 8.2.1), and 
research questions (Section 8.2.2). 
8.2.1 Conclusion from Research Model 
The research model developed in this thesis integrated the construct of innovation-
enhancing leadership with an organisational climate supportive of innovation 
(organisational contextual factor), personal initiative (individual factor), employees’ 
creativity, and employees’ innovation. This model proposes that innovation-enhancing 
leadership directly influences employees’ creativity and innovation. Additionally, 
individual and organisational contextual factors moderate those associations in both 
Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts. Seven research questions were formulated in 
this study to explore the leadership behaviours related to employees’ creativity and 
innovation and to examine the proposed relationships. The first research question 
referred to the qualitative portion of this thesis to explore leadership qualities that are 
likely to influence employees’ creativity and innovation in hotels and resorts in 
Australia and in Iran. In the quantitative portion of this thesis, three analyses were 
performed to address the remaining six research questions. The first analysis involved 
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an empirical investigation of the direct influence of perceived innovation-enhancing 
leadership on self-reported employees’ creativity and innovation in hotels and resorts. 
The second analysis assessed the extent to which perceptions of an organisational 
climate supportive of innovation moderate the relationship of perceived innovation-
enhancing leadership and self-reported employees’ creativity and innovation. The third 
analysis evaluated the moderating role of personal initiative on the relationships 
between perceived innovation-enhancing leadership and self-reported employees’ 
creativity and innovation.  
The final research model of this thesis (Figure 8.1) embraces five factors: innovation-
enhancing leadership (predictor), employees’ creativity and employees’ innovation (two 
dependent factors), and an organisational climate supportive of innovation and personal 
initiative (two moderators). All factors were assessed in terms of reliability and validity, 
and achieved acceptable goodness-of-fit statistics as presented in Chapter 6, the 
quantitative data analysis. 
 
Figure 8.1 Final research model  
Source: author  
This research model contributes to the body of knowledge concerning ways in which 
leadership encourages creativity and innovation in the hotels and resorts industry; it also 
extends the understanding of how interactions between leadership, organisation climate 
and personal initiative influence employees’ creativity and innovation in this industry. 
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8.2.2 Conclusions from Research Questions 
The purpose of this section is to summarise the findings of this thesis relating to each 
research question. 
Research Question 1: What is the nature of leadership qualities that stimulate 
employees’ creativity and innovation in the hotel and resort industry? 
To answer this question, ten semi-structured interviews were conducted with managers 
in a range of roles and positions (e.g. CEO, chief concierge, front-office manager) in 
order to explore leadership qualities relevant to employees’ creativity and innovation in 
hotels and resorts. Analysis of the information gathered via the interviews and existing 
theories of leadership from the literature were used to develop seven distinct leadership 
dimensions with the potential to directly and indirectly influence employees’ creativity 
and innovation: empowering, participative, innovation-oriented, supportive, 
consultative–advisory, charismatic, and authoritative. The findings suggest that there is 
a wide range of leader’s behaviours influencing employees’ creativity and innovation in 
day-to-day practices and interactions (such as consultative–advisory behaviours), and 
some that can directly shape and provoke employees’ generation of ideas and 
implementation efforts (such as innovative-oriented behaviours). It can be concluded 
that not only can leaders enhance idea generation and the exploration of opportunities 
through specific behaviours, but can also influence innovation through their daily 
general leadership practices.  
The qualitative study of this research contributes to identifying leadership behaviours 
appropriate to support and motivate employees’ creativity and innovation, and assists 
with the development of a new instrument to measure innovation-enhancing leadership 
behaviours. This process was discussed in Chapter 5. Scholarly work addressing the 
topis of leadership and innovation has focused mostly on theory-based 
conceptualisations of leadership, originally developed for general organisational 
performance outcomes and not specifically for creativity and innovation (Gupta & 
Singh 2013; Jong & Hartog 2007). This thesis responds to the call for more 
comprehensive models of leadership for creativity and innovation (Mumford & 
Licuanan 2004; Yukl 2008). 
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The second and third research questions were developed to investigate and examine the 
impact of innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours on employees’ creativity and 
innovation in Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts. 
Research Question 2: In what ways, if any, do perceived leadership behaviours 
influence employees’ creativity in Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts?  
Research Question 3: In what ways, if any, do perceived leadership behaviours 
influence employees’ innovation in Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts?  
As discussed, semi-structured interviews with hotel and resort managers in Australia 
and Iran suggested that leadership is an important factor relating to employees’ 
creativity and innovation, and interviewees discussed a wide range of behaviours 
influencing this. Following this qualitative stage, a quantitative survey study was 
conducted to test the new instrument and the linkage of identified leadership behaviours 
and employees’ creativity and innovation in a large-scale study. Simple regression 
analysis, multiple regression analysis and hierarchical regression analysis were 
employed to test the direct influence of innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours on 
employees’ creativity and innovation, and to appraise the influence of each category of 
behaviour on creativity and innovation in Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts.  
The findings reveal that the construct of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership 
positively and significantly influences employees’ creativity and innovation in both the 
Australian and Iranian hospitality industries. This outcome concurs with existing 
literature that shows leadership positively and significantly influences employees’ 
innovative behaviour (Qu, Janssen & Shi 2015; Wang, Tsai & Tsai 2014). In the 
context of the hotel industry it is also demonstrated that leadership enhances employees’ 
innovative behaviour (Hon 2011; Slåtten, Svensson & Sværi 2011). 
The evidence from the quantitative phase of this thesis suggests that the influence of 
perceived innovation-enhancing leadership on employees’ innovation is stronger than 
its influence on their creativity in both countries’ hotels and resorts. Employees’ 
innovation refers to the implementation stage of new ideas: perhaps this might be due to 
leaders having more influence at the application stage than at the earlier idea generation 
stage. Evidence from the qualitative phase also shows that the organisational position of 
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leaders over employees means that they have more access to resources, an essential 
requirement of successful innovation. The interviewed managers highlighted the vital 
role of leaders in the implementation process because of their subordinates’ limited 
authority, decision-making power and access to resources. The findings from both the 
qualitative and quantitative studies show that innovation-enhancing leaders’ behaviours 
can have a greater influence on employees’ innovation than on their creativity. Given 
these findings, perceived innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours explain more of 
the variance in employees’ implementation behaviours than idea exploration and 
generation.  
The perceptions of charismatic, empowering, participative, innovative-oriented, 
supportive, and authoritative leadership are found to positively and significantly impact 
on employees’ creativity and innovation in the aggregated sample of Australian and 
Iranian hotels and resorts. The results of the multiple regression analysis demonstrate 
charismatic, participative, innovative-oriented, supportive, and authoritative leadership 
behaviours encourage employees’ creativity and innovation in the Australian hotel 
industry, and empowering leadership only found to significantly affect employee’s 
creativity in Australia. In the Iranian hotel industry, participative and empowering 
leadership behaviours are found to influence employees’ creativity, while charismatic, 
participative and empowering leadership behaviours are related to employees’ 
innovation (See Tables 7.1 and 7.2). This finding may suggest that leadership is a 
context-specific phenomenon; however, the demographic analysis shows that 
respondents from Iran were mostly female, well educated and with longer tenure in their 
current organisation. Australian respondents were from hotels, hotels and resorts, and 
boutique hotels, while Iranian respondents were mainly from hotels; and the Australians 
were mostly from international chains while Iran’s respondents were mainly from local 
chains: it may be concluded the different characteristics of each country sample and 
subset of hotel industry determine effective leadership behaviours for creativity and 
innovation. 
Some factors of leadership behaviours, such as empowering employees to make 
decisions, providing an inspirational vision, or encouraging and supporting employees’ 
idea generation, seem to nurture employees’ creativity and innovation in both 
Australian and Iranian contexts. This suggests that if hotel and resort leaders are to 
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enhance their influence on employees’ innovative behaviour, they will benefit from 
adopting the leadership behaviours identified in this thesis; appropriate training and 
development programs also can be created based on these findings.  
The fourth and fifth research questions were developed to examine the moderating role 
of an organisational climate supportive of innovation on the relationship of innovation-
enhancing leadership behaviours and employees’ creativity and innovation in Australian 
and Iranian hotels and resorts. 
Research Question 4: In what ways, if any, do employees’ perceptions of an 
organisational climate supportive of innovation moderate the relationship between 
perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ creativity in Australian and Iranian 
hotels and resorts? 
Research Question 5: In what ways, if any, do employees’ perceptions of an 
organisational climate supportive of innovation moderate the relationship between 
perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ innovation in Australian and Iranian 
hotels and resorts? 
This thesis finds that employees’ perceptions of a supportive climate for innovation 
enhances the impact of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours on their 
creativity and innovation in the hotels and resorts in both countries. According to this 
finding, an organisational climate supportive of innovation strengthens the association 
between perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ creativity and innovation. 
Perhaps when leadership behaviours and practices reflect the employees’ perceptions of 
the organisation’s expectations and values, they respond more effectively.  
This thesis’ analysis demonstrates that the interaction model of the construct of 
perceived innovation-enhancing leadership and perceptions of an organisational climate 
supportive of innovation accounts for 45.8% of the variance in self-reported employees’ 
creativity in Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts, while the construct alone explains 
38.3% of the variance in perceived employees’ creativity. In the Australian sample, the 
interaction of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership and perceptions of an 
organisational climate supportive of innovation explains 47.9% of the variance in 
perceived employees’ creativity, while perceived innovation-enhancing leadership 
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behaviours explain 39.3%. In Iranian hotels and resorts, perceived innovation-
enhancing leadership behaviours explain 29.4% of the variance in employees’ 
creativity, and the interaction between perceptions of an organisational climate 
supportive of innovation and perceived innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours 
explains 44.9%. 
The results of this thesis indicate that the interaction model of the construct of perceived 
innovation-enhancing leadership with perceptions of an organisational climate 
supportive of innovation explains 49.8% of the variance in employees’ innovation in 
Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts, whereas the leadership construct alone 
accounts for 43%. In the Australian sample, the model of the interaction between the 
construct and perceptions of a climate supportive of innovation enhances the impact of 
the construct from 42.5% to 52.7%. Similarly, in the sample of Iranian hotels and 
resorts the interaction model of the leadership construct with perceptions of a supportive 
climate increases the influence of the leadership construct from 41% to 51.7%.  
It is determined that the relationship between leadership and creativity and innovation is 
accounted for by organisational contextual factors such as a climate supporting 
innovation. The literature provides support for the moderating role of organisational 
climate on the relationship between leadership and subordinate’s creativity and 
innovation (Jung, Wu & Chow 2008; Wang et al. 2013). This suggests that an 
organisational environment that recognises, appreciates and encourages creativity and 
innovation is a powerful reinforcement of leadership’s influence on employees’ 
creativity and innovation.  
The sixth and seventh research questions were developed to examine the moderating 
role of personal initiative on the association between innovation-enhancing leadership 
and employees’ creativity and innovation in Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts. 
Research Question 6: In what ways, if any, does personal initiative moderate the 
relationship between perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ creativity in 
Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts? 
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Research Question 7: In what ways, if any, does personal initiative moderate the 
relationship between perceived leadership behaviours and employees’ innovation in 
Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts? 
It is found that personal initiative positively and significantly moderates the association 
of perceived leadership behaviours with employees’ creativity and innovation in 
Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts. The finding suggests that employees with high 
levels of personal initiative are more responsive to innovative leadership then other 
employees. This thesis’ results also suggest that, in addition to organisational factors, 
individual attributes such as personal initiative (being self-starting, proactive, persistent) 
contribute positively to employees’ creativity and innovation. The interaction of 
perceived innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours and personal initiative results in 
more creative ideas, suggestions and innovative practices. 
This thesis’ findings demonstrate that the interaction model of perceived innovation-
enhancing leadership and personal initiative accounts for 48.3% of the variance in 
employees’ creativity in Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts, while innovation-
enhancing leadership explains 38.3%. In Australia, the interaction of perceived 
innovation-enhancing leadership and personal initiative explains 45.4% of the variance 
in employees’ creativity, while perceived innovation-enhancing leadership explains 
39.3%. In Iranian hotels and resorts, perceived innovation-enhancing leadership 
explains 29.4% of the variance in employees’ creativity, and the interaction of personal 
initiative and perceived innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours explained 65%. 
In addition, the interaction model of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership and 
personal initiative explained 48.9% of the variance in employees’ innovation in 
Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts, whereas perceived innovative leadership 
accounted for 43%. In the Australian sample, the interaction model of innovation-
enhancing leadership and personal initiative enhanced the impact of perceived 
innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours from 42.5% to 49.6%. Similarly, in the 
sample of Iranian hotels and resorts the interaction model of perceived innovation-
enhancing leadership and personal initiative increased the influence of perceived 
innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours from 41% to 52.5%.  
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It is found that employees with high levels of personal initiative tend to be more 
creative and innovative when leaders’ behaviours encourage creativity and innovation. 
This suggests that personal initiative, characterised by a self-starting, persistent and 
proactive attitude, enhances the impact of innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours 
on creativity and innovation. The literature also reports a high personal initiative 
amplifies the effectiveness of leadership on employees’ creativity and innovation 
implementation behaviour (Hermann & Felfe 2013; Michaelis, Stegmaier and Sonntag 
2009). 
8.3 Contributions of this thesis 
This thesis makes a number of contributions to theory and practice. The following 
sections elaborate on the theoretical contributions, the methodological contributions and 
the implications of this research.  
8.3.1 Theoretical contribution 
This study supports the findings of existing studies in the field of leadership and 
innovation. It also fills a gap in the literature, which lacks sufficient exploratory studies 
to allow a full understanding of leadership behaviours associated with followers’ 
creativity and innovation. Although several studies test the association of existing 
leadership theories and employees’ innovative behaviour, few have considered what 
leadership behaviours matter most in particular contexts to enhance individual creative 
and innovative efforts. Mumford and Licuanan (2004), highlighted the need to design a 
new phase of research to capture more comprehensively the nature of leadership for 
innovation purposes. By applying the mixed method research design, this research has 
responded to this gap in the literature of leadership and innovation. One contribution of 
this thesis comes from carrying out an exploratory analysis of the dimensions of 
leadership in hotel settings in two different countries to examine similarities and 
differences that are conducive to individual creativity and innovation.  
The interview findings illustrate a broad range of leader behaviours that affect 
subordinates’ innovative behaviour in daily practice, and behaviours that specifically 
promote employees’ idea generation and implementation. In addition to those identified 
in the qualitative stage, this study discovers salient leadership behaviours associated 
with employees’ creativity and innovation in Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts. 
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The findings from this study provide evidence that influential leadership behaviours 
vary considerably as a result of contextual forces in different countries.  
Although leadership behaviours are generally found to be important predictors of 
individual creativity and innovation, it is useful to investigate the specific conditions 
under which specific leadership behaviours work most effectively. This research 
contributes to the body of knowledge regarding possible moderators of leadership and 
employees’ creativity and innovation: in specific, organisational climate and personal 
initiative. This thesis provides empirical evidence that employees respond more 
effectively to the same leadership behaviours when they perceive the organisational 
climate is supportive of innovation, and as a result they demonstrate higher levels of 
initiative. Hence another contribution of this thesis is providing evidence that contextual 
factors (employees’ perceptions of an organisational climate supportive of innovation) 
and individual-level factors (personal initiative) are important factors in the relationship 
between leadership behaviours and employees’ creativity and innovation. This thesis 
provides support for those social-psychological approaches to creativity and innovation 
that aim to bring together individual and contextual factors.  
Further, this research contributes to the literature of innovative behaviour by 
distinguishing between creativity and innovation. Although innovative behaviour has 
been theoretically conceptualised as a multi-dimensional phenomenon, empirical 
studies have mainly focused only on the idea generation or the implementation stage. 
This study advances research in this area by treating employees’ creativity (idea 
generation), and innovation (idea application) separately in order to examine the 
influence of a range of leadership behaviours and moderators on each stage.  
Although the tourism industry is considered one of the most profitable and effectively 
developing sectors of the world economy, little research has addressed the topic of 
creativity and innovation in this context, particularly in Australia and Iran. This thesis 
extends the body of knowledge regarding innovative practices in the Australian and 
Iranian hotel industries. Most studies have focused on European and Asian countries 
such as Spain, Germany, Hong Kong and China (Chen 2011; Ottenbacher & Gnoth 
2005; Wong & Pang 2003a).  
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8.3.2 Methodological Contribution 
This thesis’ methodological contribution includes the incorporation of a qualitative 
study which contributes to a more precise understanding of the impact of leadership on 
creativity and innovation in the hotel industry. The exploratory interviews assisted the 
researcher to develop an inventory of leadership behaviours likely to enhance 
employees’ creativity and innovation in this industry. The purpose of this qualitative 
phase was to add to and go beyond existing theories of leadership in the literature. The 
interviewees’ responses, from two countries different in terms of culture, geographic 
location and economic development, provided rich data that contributes to the 
development of a new instrument to measure innovation-enhancing leadership 
behaviours.  
One of the most significant contributions of this study is the innovation-enhancing 
leadership behaviours instrument that was developed, consisting of seven categories of 
leadership behaviour. The newly designed instrument demonstrates satisfactory 
reliability and validity outcomes in both the pilot and the main study (Chapters 5 and 6). 
It contributes to the literature of leadership and innovation, until now has lacked 
constructs of leadership developed specifically for the purposes of studying creativity 
and innovation. Research to date has mostly examined the influence of theory-based 
conceptualisations of leadership on creativity and innovation; the findings here reveal 
that several identified leadership behaviours account for creativity and innovation in 
Australian and Iranian hotels and resorts.  
This research is one of very few studies taking a mixed method approach to explore 
leadership behaviours that encouraging employees’ creativity and innovation in the 
context of t e hotels industry. It is also one of a handful that have evaluated the 
moderating role of organisational climate and personal initiative on the relationship 
between leadership behaviours and employees’ creativity and innovation in the 
hospitality industry. To ensure that this thesis worked from a representative sample, all 
3-, 4- and 5-star hotels and resorts in Australia and Iran were contacted and invited to 
participate in the study.  
8.3.3 Practical Implications 
Considering the ongoing development in the hospitality industry, it has long been 
believed that academic research can assist by providing practitioners with guides that 
 268 
allow them to identify and address managerial and operational deficiencies (Law, Leung 
& Cheung 2012; Van Scotter & Culligan 2003). The results of this thesis may also have 
important implications for practitioners. With a better understanding of potential 
innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours and the interaction effects of leadership, 
organisational climate and personal initiative, hospitality firms will be able to develop 
strategies to enhance their employees’ creativity and innovativeness.  
This research has explored potential leadership qualities that can be used to enhance the 
creativity and innovation of employees. It is hoped that the list of identified behaviours 
can contribute to human resources management training and development in the hotel 
industry, especially in the contexts of Australia and Iran. The list of behaviours not only 
contributes to existing theories of leadership, but offers important implications for 
industry practitioners who wish to identify appropriate and effective leadership 
characteristics. The explored behaviours can be incorporated into the modules of 
leadership training in hospitality organisations in order to sustain and enhance 
individuals’ creativity and innovation. Training and development based on the empirical 
results of this study should lead to better and more useful outcomes for stakeholders, 
organisations, managers and employees. The identified behaviours may also be used as 
criteria in assessing the suitability of hospitality managers’ behaviours and skills for 
promoting innovativeness. Moreover, these behaviours may help the leaders themselves 
to evaluate their performance and identify the reasons behind their successes or failures. 
It is believed that the list of behaviours will help managers to understand an area in 
which they can improve their leadership skills.  
This study has empirically identified the particular leadership behaviours that are of key 
importance for Australia and for Iran. Leaders from the industry in each country are 
encouraged to develop their understanding of the particular behaviours that are most 
likely to foster subordinates’ creativity and innovation. For example, in Australia 
participative, innovative-oriented, supportive, charismatic and authoritative leadership 
behaviours are likely to produce this result, while in Iran empowering, participative and 
charismatic leadership behaviours are the important determinants of creativity and 
innovation. Another implication of this study is that organisations wishing to reap the 
benefits of leadership behaviours with respect to employees’ creativity may do well to 
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consider personal and contextual variables that may enhance the effect of a leader’s 
behaviours.  
Although tourism is the largest service sector in Australia, with international visitor 
consumption accounting for over 8% of total Australian exports (Australian Department 
of Resources, Energy & Tourism 2011), this industry’s labour force has the lowest level 
of qualifications in Australia. Scholarly studies have noted that a lack of high-quality 
hotels and related service offerings is among the barriers to the effective performance of 
the Iranian tourism sector (Iran Society of Hoteliers 2013; Madani, Ghadami & 
Sarafizadeh 2012). This study provides guidelines by which hospitality organisations 
may enhance creativity and innovation among their employees. The qualitative portion 
of this thesis provides evidence that to maintain a unique position in the competitive 
market hotel managers must stimulate organisational innovativeness; and one way for 
organisations to innovate is to benefit from employees’ creativity and innovation.  
Based on the outcome of this study, there are number of recommendations to be 
considered in relations to the hotel industry: 
 Develop leadership practices relevant to and appropriate for the context of the 
hotel industry. 
 Provide motivation for employees by communicating an inspirational, clear, and 
well defined vision and mission of the organisation. 
 Develop training and development programs for managers in the hotel industry 
in order to enhance their knowledge and skills so they may promote creativity 
and innovation among their subordinates. 
 Recognise and encourage employees when they contribute creative ideas 
regardless of the degree of their potential for success.  
 Involve employees in decision-making in order to give them the opportunity to 
voice their opinions; and them to take an active role in organisational plans. 
 Develop an organisational environment that appreciates employees’ contribution 
and encourages change and originality. 
 Develop a supportive work environment promoting open and positive 
communication and interaction between management and subordinates.  
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This study makes solid contributions to both theory and practice by providing an 
empirical framework and findings for understanding the connections between 
leadership and creativity and innovative practices in the context of hotels and resorts in 
Australia and Iran. The combination of particular leadership behaviours and a climate 
that encourages innovation is found to enhance the influence of leaders on their 
employees’ creativity and innovation. Similarly, the interactive effect of leadership 
behaviours and personal initiative is found to enhance the impact of leadership on 
employees’ creativity and innovation. These outcomes may assist organisations in the 
hospitality industry to focus on what really matters in encouraging their employees to 
innovate.  
8.4 Limitations of the Study 
This research contains a number of limitations. First, the relatively small number of 
interviews with hotel and resort managers in Australia and Iran made it impossible to 
identify leadership behaviours based on their specific operation in this industry. Second, 
the leadership behaviours that were identified may be context-specific, as the limited 
resources and time available for this study did not permit further interviews. However, 
the thematic data analysis reveals that there was mutual agreement among managers in 
different positions, from both Australia and Iran, regarding innovation-enhancing 
leadership behaviours. Third, a limitation of this thesis is that the qualitative interviews 
focused exclusively on leaders’ perspectives: subordinates’ views may differ in regard 
to which leadership behaviours encourage them to be innovative. Fourth, this study 
finding may not be generalisable to other industries because of the different 
characteristics of occupational and industrial groups. Perhaps different leadership 
behaviours may be found to be most influential on employee in other sectors. For 
example, leadership practices affecting innovation in service industries may not be 
generalisable to firms with different processes of innovation, such as manufacturing or 
R&D. Fifth, the findings of this thesis were based on data gathered from Australian and 
Iranian hotels and resorts, and may not be generalisable to other countries’ hotel 
industries. Sixth, all measures of perceived innovation-enhancing leadership 
behaviours, employees’ perceptions of an organisational climate supportive of 
innovation, self-reported personal initiative, and self-reported creativity and innovation 
were examined through the responses of individuals in hotels and resorts in Australia 
and Iran. This thesis did not consider differences between supervisor-rated and 
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employee-reported responses in its analyses although measures were employed to 
overcome common method variance, as discussed in Chapters 3 and 6. 
8.5 Directions for future research  
This study has been undertaken with the hope that it will contribute to theory and 
practice and to create new directions and viewpoints for future research. 
This thesis identifies some differences regarding perceived leadership behaviours that 
positively motivate employees’ innovative behaviour in the Australian and Iranian hotel 
industry. Future research could focus on other industrial sectors, as well as on other 
countries, to explore how innovation-enhancing leadership behaviours account for 
creativity and innovation in different specific contexts.  
The newly developed innovation-enhancing leadership instrument, like every new 
construct, needs to be tested and examined in other empirical investigations. It is 
thought that this measure can be used in the context of hotels and resorts in different 
countries to further assess its validity and reliability. 
The cross-sectional design used in this study, the use of longitudinal studies, which 
collect data at two or more points in time, may enhance understanding of leadership 
behaviours on employees’ creativity and innovation. Such an approach would provide 
valuable information about employees’ creativity and innovation determinants.  
It is also recommended that future research qualitatively explore innovation-enhancing 
leadership behaviours from the perspective of the employees. A comparative study of 
the results from interviews with employees and leaders might produce greater 
understanding of how leadership qualities influence subordinates’ innovative behaviour. 
Next, as discussed in the limitations section, this thesis did not consider the differences 
between supervisor-rated and employee-reported responses in the quantitative portion 
of the study. A comparative study considering leaders’ and employees’ perceptions 
might provide further understanding of how employees’ creativity and innovation may 
best be promoted.  
It is suggested that future studies incorporate the element of culture. The literature 
indicates that local cultures and social values may affect the influence of various 
leadership styles, and of the way people perceive their leaders (House et al. 2004). The 
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inclusion of culture in a later study will expand the body of knowledge in regard to 
leadership behaviours’ influence on creativity and innovation in different contexts.  
8.6 Chapter Summary 
Although leadership has been reported in the literature as one of the influential factors 
nurturing and enhancing employees’ innovative behaviour (Gupta & Singh 2015; 
Hunter and Cushenbery 2011; Slåtten, Svensson & Sværi 2011), further research is still 
needed to examine the associations between leadership behaviours, an organisational 
climate supportive of innovation, personal initiative and employees’ creativity and 
innovation.  
The findings of this research suggest that leadership behaviour is one of the most 
important elements for supporting and encouraging employees’ creativity and 
innovation in hotels and resorts. The leaders of hospitality organisations must 
understand how their behaviours and practices impact on their employees’ behaviour. 
This research also suggests that other elements such as an organisational climate that 
supports innovation at the organisational level, and personal initiative at the individual 
level, enhance the influence of leadership behaviours on employees’ creativity and 
innovation.  
The proposed and tested research model, the research methodology, and the research 
questions developed in this thesis may contribute to literature in the fields of leadership, 
creativity and innovation, and the hotel industry. The theoretical and methodological 
contributions, and the practical implications that arise, are significant findings for 
leaders of hotels and resorts in Australia and in Iran. A numbers of limitations are 
acknowledged that provide new directions for future research.  
Considering the limited research exploring the topic of leadership used for creativity 
and innovation purposes in hotels and resorts, the newly developed innovation-
enhancing leadership behaviours construct and instrument should be helpful to hotel 
industry practitioners and to researchers. Literature suggests that innovation contributes 
to a hotel’s sales growth, customer loyalty, and competitiveness (Fraj, Matute & Melero 
2015; Kattara & El-Said 2013; Ottenbacher 2007). The findings and directions offered 
in this thesis may be useful for enhancing and refining leadership training and 
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development in the Australia and Iranian hotel and tourism industry, and contribute 
effectively to each country’s economy.  
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Appendix G: The Survey Questionnaire 








Part 2: Innovation-enhancing Leadership Behaviours 
 
Please think of your immediate leader/manager/supervisor and choose a number 












Part 3: Organizational Climate Supportive of Innovation 
 
The following statements are related to your perception of support for innovation 
in the current organization. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or 






Part 4: Personal Initiative 
 
Think of yourself and please indicate the extent of your agreement or 
disagreement with each statement by selecting a number from 1 to 5.  
 
  
Part 5: Employees’ Creativity 
 
Please rate the following statements in regard to your creativity in the present 
hotel/resort by selecting a number from 1 to 5:  
 
 321 
Part 6: Employees’ Innovation 
 
Please rate the following statements in regard to your innovation in the present 
hotel/resort by selecting a number from 1 to 5:  
 
 
 
